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1. Introduction
Hunting participation in the US, in real numbers and as a percentage of total population, declined for about 
30 years beginning in 1982 (USFWS 2015). In the US and Nebraska, the decline in hunter participation in 
real numbers somewhat stabilized beginning in 2010. However, hunting participation as a percentage of the 
population in the US and Nebraska has continued to decline (US Census 2015, USFWS 2015), and is 
expected to continue to decline through 2050 (Southwick Assoc., 2010). This decline is a concern to fish 
and game agencies, such as the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission (NGPC), where license fees make 
up a significant portion of the budget. Local communities also depend on the economic impact of hunting 
and angling. 
Although there are multiple demographic and social trends contributing to the decline in hunting, one factor 
is a lack of available public and private land for hunting (Brown, Decker, Siemer & Enck, 2000). 
Nebraska is more than 97% privately owned; therefore, public access programs for hunting on private
lands are vital for the state’s hunting program. In 2011, NGPC and Pheasants Forever began a two-year 
pilot program, Open Fields and Waters (OFW), to increase public access to hunting and fishing sites 
on private land. Through the OFW program, landowners receive compensation for allowing hunting and/
or fishing access and working with state biologists to improve wildlife habitat. 
To evaluate the OFW program, the NGPC and the University of Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL) used an online 
survey to measure potential factors affecting hunter usage of OFW sites. The survey was sent to 51,284 
registered hunters in March 2015. Previous research (Pennisi, Kil, & Burbach, 2014) indicated that hunters 
in Nebraska may not distinguish between the OFW program which provides public access to private land 
and its predecessor program, the CRP-MAP, as well as public access sites such as Wildlife Management 
Areas (WMAs). Thus, the term ‘public access to private land’ or ‘public access land’ was used in the 
survey. The results of this survey will increase knowledge of hunter preferences, habits, and constraints in
Nebraska, enabling NGPC to effectively address future hunter recruitment and retention efforts in 
Nebraska.  
2 
2. Study Objectives
There were six study objectives: 
 Determine respondents’ hunting participation rates or frequency on public access land
 Identify the habitat types on public access land hunters used and prefer
 Identify hunting methods used by respondents on public access land
 Identify regions respondents’ utilized for hunting on public access land
 Determine if hunters were mentoring youth and/or women hunters on public access land
 Determine respondents’ attitudes toward potential reservation system options on public access land
 Determine respondents’ hunting site preferences on public access land 
The six specific preferences of a site for hunting a most preferred species were: 1) site size, 2) target species 
abundance, 3) days site available for hunting, 4) time traveled from home, 5) type of reservation system, 
and 6) density of sites nearby. 
3. Methods
3.1. Survey Instrument 
The internet survey was composed of questions regarding demographic information, hunting participation 
levels, reasons for a change in hunting participation, habitat types hunted and preferred, hunting methods 
utilized, favorite hunting regions, game species targeted and preferred, a possible reservation system, and 
hunting site preferences. The survey allowed participants to enter a drawing for a $100 gift card by 
providing their name and mailing address (Appendix 1). 
Hunting site attributes were presented and analyzed using a Discrete Choice Experiment (DCE). The 
hunting site attributes and their corresponding levels were first identified from previous hunting and angling 
related studies that used discrete choice experiments (Akabua et al., 1999, Boxall & MacNab, 2000; Hunt 
et al., 2005). Next, a focus group was conducted with nine Nebraska hunters to ask about the attributes 
pertinent to hunting in Nebraska. Researchers then met with private lands resource management staff 
from NGPC to finalize the attributes. This resulted in six attributes each with both two and three levels. 
The attributes are site size, target abundance, access days, travel times, reservations, and alternative sites. 
The levels for each attribute were written so they ranged from the least desirable, moderately desirable, 
and most desirable options. For example, for the attribute target abundance, the first or least desirable 
level is “very few species present, limiting shots,”  the second level is “average number of target 
species present,  allowing a few shots,” and the third level is “enough target species present to fill a bag 
limit” illustrating the most desirable option. 
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3.2. Sampling 
There were 111,761 Nebraska hunting permit holders excluding those with multiple licenses in 2014. The 
permits database included the following types of permits: resident upland game, resident deer, resident 
turkey, resident hunt/fish deployed military, resident hunt/fish combo, resident lifetime, resident disabled 
veteran, resident combo lifetime, nonresident upland game, nonresident deer, nonresident turkey, 
nonresident hunt and fish combo, nonresident hunt lifetime, nonresident disabled veteran, and nonresident 
hunt/fish combo. 
An online survey of Nebraska hunters with permits during the 2014 calendar was done in the spring of 2015. 
However, of the 111,761 permit holders, 51,292 had email addresses listed of which 51,284 were valid and 
non-duplicate email addresses. All 51,284 were sent surveys.  
On March 9th, 2015, an advance notification of the survey was sent via by email to the list of hunters. The 
advance notification explained the reason for the survey and how the data would be used. Over 24 hours on 
March 11th and 12th 2015, emails were sent with an explanation and a website link for the survey to 51,284 
registered hunters. Two weeks later, on March 25, 2015, a reminder email was sent with an explanation and 
link to the survey website. The survey was closed on April 15, 2015, which gave a collective time of 5 
weeks to complete the survey. 
A total of 6,879 hunters participated in the survey, yielding a 13.41% response rate. Response rates ranging 
from 10% to 20% are typical for off-site surveys via mail (Oppermann, 2000) or email contacts (not face-
to face/on-site surveys). About 13% or 1,530 respondents dropped out before completing the entire survey. 
4. Results
4.1. Percentage of Respondents who Hunted on Private Land through NGPC Public Access Programs 
Across survey participants (n = 6857), approximately 38% (n = 2614) reported hunting on private land 
through NGPC access programs in Nebraska, while 62% (n = 4243) reported not utilizing NGPC public 
access to hunt on private land in Nebraska (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Percentage of Respondents Who Hunted on Private Land through NGPC Public 
Access Programs 
4.2. Demographic Information of NGPC Public Access Program Respondents 
Respondents who hunted on private land utilizing NGPC access programs in Nebraska were asked to 
answer a series of socio-demographic information questions (Table 1). Among survey participants (n = 
2224), the vast majority of respondents were Caucasian (98%) and male (97%). Most were 40 years old or 
older (76%) and married (81%). Thirty-eight percent reported living with children under 18 at home; 29% 
with one or two children and 9% with 3 children or more at home. A majority of respondents (59%) grew 
up in a rural community, followed by suburban and urban communities, respectively. Almost half (46%) 
currently live in a rural community, followed by suburban and urban communities, respectively. The 
majority of respondents (88%) reported owning their home. Respondents were well educated with at least 
some college education or higher (87%). More than half of respondents (53%) had household income levels 
of $40,000 to $99,999 and about a third of respondents (37%) reported $100,000 or more in household 
income in 2014. 
38%
62%
Percentage of respondents  hunting on private land 
through NGPC public access programs
Yes No
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Table 1. Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Respondents who Hunted on Land through NGPC Public 
Access Programs in Nebraska 
Note. ¹Question was asked in a ‘check all that apply’ response style. 
Characteristics Categories n Percent (%) 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
2224 
97.0 
3.0 
Age 
18 – 29 years old 
30 – 39 years old 
40 – 49 years old 
50 – 59 years old 
60 years or older 
2178 
8.5 
15.6 
19.1 
26.1 
30.7 
Marital status 
Married 
Single 
Separated/Divorced 
Widowed 
2214 
81.3 
9.6 
8.0 
1.0 
Number of children (under 18 years old) 
currently residing in your household 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 or more 
2135 
62.5 
12.5 
15.6 
6.2 
3.2 
Community where you grew up 
Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 
2215 
19.0 
22.2 
58.8 
Community where you currently live 
Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 
2215 
23.4 
30.2 
46.4 
Home ownership 
Own 
Rent 
2205 
87.9 
12.1 
Race or ethnic group¹ 
Caucasian/White 
Native American 
Hispanic/Latino 
African American 
Asian American 
Pacific 
Other 
2189 
97.6 
1.6 
0.6 
0.5 
0.6 
0.1 
0.3 
Highest level of education 
Less than high school 
graduate 
High school graduate/GED 
Some college/community 
college 
College degree 
Graduate degree or beyond 
2218 
0.8 
12.8 
35.7 
29.0 
21.8 
Household income before taxes in 2014 
$20,000 or less 
$20,001-$39,999 
$40,000-$59,999 
$60,000-$79,999 
$80,000-$99,999 
$100,000-$119,999 
$120,000 or more 
2127 
2.8 
7.7 
16.0 
19.2 
17.3 
14.1 
23.0 
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4.3. Hunting Organization Membership by NGPC Public Access Land Program Respondents 
Respondents who hunt on land utilizing the NGPC public access programs in Nebraska were asked about 
their hunting memberships (Figures 2).  The most common organizations that respondents were members 
of were the National Rifle Association (30%), Pheasant/Quail Forever (25%), and Ducks Unlimited
(21%), followed by National Wild Turkey Federation (8%) and Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation (8%). 
Figure 2. Hunting membership 
Note. Question was on a ‘check all that apply’ response style. 
4.4. Number of Days Hunted on Public Access Land in Nebraska 
Respondents were asked about the number of days they hunted on public access land (e.g., WMAs, OFW, 
CRP-MAP) in Nebraska during the last three years (Figure 3). Half of the respondents (51%) reported 
hunting on public access land 15 times or less and the remaining respondents (49%) reported hunting more 
than 15 times. In addition, respondents were asked whether the number of hunting days increased, stayed 
the same, or decreased on Nebraska public access land over the last three years (Figure 4). More than half 
of the respondents (58%) reported that their hunting days stayed the same, followed by increased (21%) 
and decreased (21%). 
1
1
1
1
2
2
3
3
7
8
8
21
25
30
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
US Sportsman’s Alliance
National Field Archery Association
Nebraska Sportsmen’s Foundation
Quality Deer Management Association
National Hunters Association
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Whitetails Unlimited
Nebraska Bowhunter’s Association
Other
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation
National Wild Turkey Federation
Ducks Unlimited
Pheasants/Quail Forever
National Rifle Association
Hunting organization membership
Response Percentage (n=2614)
7 
Figure 3. Number of hunting days on public access land in Nebraska for the past three years 
Figure 4. Increase/decrease in number of hunting days on public access land in Nebraska for the past three 
years 
4.5. Reasons for Decrease in Hunting Days on Public Access Land in Nebraska 
Respondents reporting hunting less often on public access land in Nebraska for the past three years were 
asked the reasons for their decrease in hunting days (Figure 5). More respondents reported ‘low species 
population’ (69%), ‘sites overcrowded’ (40%), and ‘’personal reasons’ (28%) as their reasons, while fewer 
respondents mentioned ‘not enough access points per site’ (9%), ‘poor site information’ (7%), ‘sites too 
small for group’ (7%), and ‘increase in fees’ (3%) as their reasons. 
32
19
14 12 14
6
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0
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20
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Response Percentage (n=2470)
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Response Percentage (n=2493)
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Figure 5. Reasons for decrease in hunting days on public assess land 
Note. Question was on a ‘check all that apply’ response style. 
4.6. Habitat Types Hunted and Preferred on Public Access Sites in Nebraska 
Respondents were asked about the habitat types they hunted on public access sites in Nebraska over the 
last three years (Figure 6). A majority of respondents (73%) reported hunting on grasslands, 
followed by cropland (47%), woodland (42%), and river (30%). In addition, respondents were asked 
which habitat types 
they most prefer to hunt on public access sites in Nebraska (Figure. 7). Respondents most 
preferred 
grassland (37%) and woodland (22%), followed by cropland (18%) and river (13%). 
Figure 6. Habitat types hunted on public access land in Nebraska 
Note. Question was on a ‘check all that apply’ response style. 
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Figure 7. Habitat types most preferred to hunt on public access land in Nebraska 
4.7. Hunting Methods Used at Public Access Sites 
Hunting methods respondents reported using at public access sites (Figure. 8) were shotgun (79%), 
followed by rifle (39%), bow (19%), and muzzle loader (16%).  
Figure 8. Hunting methods used at public access sites 
Note. Question was on a ‘check all that apply’ response style. 
4.8. Mentoring New Hunters, Women and Youth under 18 at Public Access Sites. 
Respondents were asked about mentoring hunters, in particular had they taken youth hunters, 
women hunters, or new hunters out hunting in the past three years. Many survey respondents reported
having taken ‘youth under 18’ (48%) and ‘new hunters’ (40%) hunting with them, however, less (26%) 
had taken women hunting with them (Figure 9). 
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Figure 9. People taken to public hunting access sites 
Note. Question was on a ‘check all that apply’ response style. 
4.9. Regions Hunted on Public Access Sites in Nebraska during the Past Three Years 
Respondents were asked about the regions they have hunted on public access sites in Nebraska during the 
past three years (Figure. 10; Figure 11). The two regions hunted most by respondents were the Platte 
River (35%) and Southeast (31%). The next four regions hunted most were the Northeast (23%), 
Sandhills (23%), South Central (22%), and Southwest (21%) Nebraska. The regions least hunted were the 
South Panhandle (9%) and Niobrara River (8%).  
Figure 10. Regions hunted on public assess sites in Nebraska 
Note. Question was on a ‘check all that apply’ response style. 
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Figure 11. Regions hunted on public access sites in Nebraska 
Note. Question was on a ‘check all that apply’ response style. 
4.10. Top Three Favorite Hunting Regions for Public Access 
Respondents were asked to rank their top three favorite hunting regions for public access. The favorite 
hunting regions most frequently mentioned by respondents were Platte River (17%), Southeast (14%), and 
Southwest (14%), followed by Northeast (13%) and Sandhills (13%) (Figure 12; Figure 13). The second 
favorite hunting regions most frequently ranked by respondents were Platte River (17%), Sandhills (12%), 
and Southcentral (11%), followed by Southeast (10%), Southwest (7%), and Northeast (7%) (Figure 14; 
Figure 15). The third favorite hunting regions were Platte River (14%) and Sandhills (11%), followed by 
Southcentral (7%), Southeast (7%), and Southeast (7%) (Figure 16; Figure 17). The Platte River was
always ranked the highest and it was also reported as the region hunted the most during the last three 
years (section 4.8 above). 
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Figure 12. The most favorite hunting regions for public access 
Figure 13. The most favorite hunting regions for public access 
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Figure 14. The second favorite hunting regions for public access 
Figure 15. The second favorite hunting regions for public access 
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Figure 16. The third favorite hunting regions for public access 
Figure 17. The third favorite hunting regions for public access 
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4.11. Overall Favorite Hunting Regions for Public Access 
This report also generated overall favorite hunting regions from the top three favorite hunting regions 
ranked by respondents who hunted on public access sites (Figure 18; Figure 19). The overall favorite 
hunting regions were found to be Platte River (16%), Sandhills (12%), and Southeast (10%), followed
by Southcentral (9%), Southwest (9%), and Northeast (9%). 
Figure 18. Overall favorite hunting regions for public access 
Figure 19. Overall favorite hunting regions for public access 
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4.12. Regions that Need More Public Access Hunting Sites 
Respondents were asked what Nebraska regions they would most like to see more public access hunting 
(Figure 20; Figure 21). Respondents rated the regions in need of more public hunting access were 
Platte River (19%), Southeast (17%), and Northeast (14%), followed by Southwest (11%), Southcentral
(10%) and Sandhills (10%). 
Figure 20. Regions perceived to need more public hunting access 
Figure 21. Regions perceived to need more public hunting access 
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4.13. Game Species Targeted at Public Access Hunting Sites in Nebraska 
Respondents were asked what game species they targeted at Nebraska public access hunting sites (Figure 
22). The species most frequently targeted by site hunters were upland birds (pheasant, grouse, prairie 
chicken and quail) (76%), whitetail deer (48%), and turkey (40%), followed by waterfowl (geese, ducks, 
coots) (32%) and dove/crow (27%). %), while the three least frequently mentioned species included rabbit 
(16%), squirrel (11%), and elk/antelope/mountain lion (6%). 
Figure 22. Game species targeted at public access hunting sites 
Note. Question was on a ‘check all that apply’ response style. 
4.14. Planning to Buy a Hunting License/Permit in Nebraska and Elsewhere in 2015 
All respondents were asked whether they plan to buy a hunting license/permit in Nebraska in 2015. As 
shown in Figure 23, almost all respondents (95%) reported that they intend to buy a Nebraska hunting 
license/permit in 2015. As displayed in Figure 24, almost all respondents (93%) reported that they would 
not buy a hunting license outside Nebraska in 2015.  
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Figure 23. Percentage of respondents planning to buy a Nebraska license/permit in 2015 
(n=6588) 
Figure 24. Percentage of respondents planning to buy a license/permit elsewhere in 2015 
(n=6588) 
4.15. Reservation Systems that Would Affect Hunting Frequency 
All respondents were asked a few questions about easing hunting pressure with potential reservation 
options at NGPC leased public access sites (e.g., access limited to first-come, first-served; three hunting 
parties per day; three days per season). The questions asked how different reservation systems at 
hunting sites would impact respondents hunting frequency. 
95%
5%
Percentage of respondents planning to 
buy a hunting license/permit in NE in 2015
Yes
No
7%
93%
Percentage of respondents planning to buy a hunting 
license/permit outside NE in 2015
Buying elsewhere
Not buying elsewhere
19 
4.15A. Reservation System Options that Would Most Likely Increase Respondents Use of NGPC 
Leased Public Access Hunting Sites 
When asked which of five options limiting hunting at a NGPC leased site would increase their hunting 
participation, almost half of the respondents (48%) reported that none of the potential reservation system 
options would increase their hunting activities at NGPC sites (Figure 25).  Of the five options, 19% chose 
‘access to a site was limited to first-come, first-serve’ and 14% chose ‘a site was limited to being hunted 
just once a week’ as potentially increasing their use of NGPC hunting sites. 
Figure 25. Reservation option that would most likely increase use of NGPC leased hunting sites 
4.15B. Reservation System Options that Would Most Likely Decrease Respondents Use of NGPC 
Leased Public Access Hunting Sites 
As presented in Figure 26, 36% of respondents reported that ‘none of the various reservation systems’ 
given in the question would likely decrease their hunting frequency at NGPC leased sites.  However, 
others did report that reservation options would decrease their hunting participation. More specifically, 
24% of respondents reported ‘a site limited to first-come, first-served’ would decrease their hunting, and 
another 18% stated that ‘a site limited for hunting just once per week’ would decrease their hunting 
participation at NGPC sites. 
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Figure 26. Reservation option that would most likely decrease use of NGPC leased hunting sites 
4.15C. Factors that Would Increase Respondents Likelihood to Remain a Hunter 
As presented in Figure 27, 59% of the total pool of respondents reported that ‘better habitat quality’
would help increase their chances of remaining a hunter. Other factors frequently mentioned were ‘sites 
closer to home’ (37%), ‘easier site access’ (32%), ‘more target species’ (27%), ‘lower license fees’(26%), 
and ‘see(ing) fewer hunters in the field’ (24%).  
Figure 27. Aspects that would increase respondents’ likelihood to remain a hunter 
Note. Question was on a ‘check all that apply’ response style. 
4.16. Preferred Hunting Game Species and Hunting Parties 
All respondents were asked to think of a hunting trip for a preferred species. The most preferred species 
(Figure 28) were upland birds or pheasant, grouse, prairie chicken, and quail (41%), whitetail deer (24%), 
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and waterfowl (geese, ducks, and coots) (14%). The less preferred hunting species were elk, antelope 
and mountain lion (4%), dove and crow (3%), rabbit (1%), and squirrel (0%).  For this hunting trip for
their preferred species, respondents were asked who would be in the hunting party (Figure 29). Most 
respondents (70%) chose ‘a hunting party with (2 or more hunters),’ followed by ‘youth you are 
mentoring’ (20%). 
Figure 28. Hunting species preferred 
Figure 29. Hunting party respondents would be in 
Note. Question was on a ‘check all that apply’ response style. 
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4.17. Results of Additional Analysis about Hunting Experiences and Preferences by Resident and 
Non-Resident Public Access Hunters Based on Zip Code 
This report presents responses from residents and non-residents who hunted on public access land. There 
were differences between residents and non-residents in hunting experiences and preferences, including the 
number of hunting days, habitat types they hunted on public access land in Nebraska, habitat types preferred 
on public access land in Nebraska, hunting methods used, regions hunted in Nebraska, favorite hunting 
regions in Nebraska, and game species targeted. 
4.17A. Differences between Resident and Non-Resident Public Access Hunters 
Among the 2,614 self-reported public access land hunters, a majority of respondents (n = 2185, 84%) 
provided a valid zip code. Thus, only those respondents (n = 2185) with usable zip codes were used to 
examine statistically significant differences between resident and non-resident public access land hunters 
on various questions such as habitat types hunted, habitat types preferred, regions hunted in Nebraska, 
favorite hunting regions, regions in need of more access, game species targeted/preferred, and reservation 
systems preferred. 
4.17B. Differences in the Number of Resident and Non-Resident Public Access Land Hunters 
Among the 2,185 public access land hunters with valid zip codes, approximately 75% of respondents (n = 
1637) were residents, while 25% of respondents (n = 548) were non-residents (Figure 30). 
Figure 30. Differences in the number of resident and non-resident public access land hunters 
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4.18. Differences in the Number of Hunting Days Spent on Public Access Land for the Past Three 
Years by Resident and Non-Resident Hunters 
As shown in Table 2 and Figure 31, there was a significant difference in the number of days the resident 
and non-resident public access hunters spent hunting during the last three years in Nebraska (χ2 = 61.09, p 
< .001). Nebraska residents were more likely to spend more days hunting over the past three years in 
Nebraska than the non-resident public access land hunters. More than half of the resident NGPC private 
land hunters (54%) spent at least 11 days or more hunting over the past three years, while many non-resident 
respondents (63%) spent 10 hunting days or less over the past three years. 
Table 2. Differences in the Number of Hunting Days Spent on Public Access Land for the Past Three Years 
by Resident and Non-Resident hunters 
Variables 
Resident 
(n=1614) 
Non-resident 
(n=535) 
n % n % χ2 value 
1-5 days 451 28 213 40 61.09*** 
6-10 days 286 18 123 23 
11-15 days 227 14 77 14 
16-20 days 216 13 43 8 
21-50 days 254 16 51 10 
51-100 days 118 7 23 4 
Over 100 days 62 4 5 1 
***p < .001 
Figure 31. Difference in the number of hunting days spent on public access land over the past three years 
in Nebraska by resident and non-resident NGPC groups 
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4.19. Changes in Hunting Frequency (days hunting) on Public Access Land during the Past Three 
Years by Resident and Non-Resident Hunters 
As reported in Table 3 and Figure 32, there was a significant difference in the reported change in the number 
of hunting days on public access land during the past three years reported by resident and non-resident 
respondents (χ2 = 18.43, p < .001). Non-resident hunters reported ‘increased in hunting days’ (63%) and 
‘deceased’ (15%), while resident hunters reported ‘stayed the same’ (56%) and ‘decreased’ (23%). 
Table 3. Changes in Frequency of Days Hunting on Public Access Land during the Past Three Years by 
Resident and Non-Resident 
Variables 
Resident Non-resident 
n % n % χ2 value 
increased 341 21 119 22 18.43*** 
stayed the same 906 56 343 63 
decreased 380 23 80 15 
***p < .001 
Figure 32. Differences in change in the number of hunting days on public access land during the past three 
years by resident and non-resident NGPC groups 
4.20. Differences in the Reasons for Decrease in the Number of Hunting Days on Public Access Land 
in Nebraska in the Past Three Years by Resident and Non-Resident Hunters 
Resident and non-resident public access land hunters who reported ‘hunting days have decreased for the 
past three years’ did not report any significant reasons for the decrease except ‘sites overcrowded’ (Table 
4; Figure 33). For example, significantly more resident hunters mentioned that their hunting days have 
decreased over the past three years due to site overcrowding (χ2 = 6.97, p < .01). There was no significant 
difference in ‘low species populations’ as a reason between the two groups since both groups (49% for 
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resident; 64% for non-resident) reported ‘low species population’ as a reason for a decrease in their hunting 
days over the past three years. 
Table 4. Differences in the Reasons for Decrease in the Number of Hunting Days on Public Access Land 
in the Past Three Years by Resident and Non-Resident 
Variables1 
Resident Non-resident 
n % n % χ2 value 
Sites overcrowded 
Yes 161 43 21 27 6.97** 
No 209 57 56 73 
Total 370 100 77 100 
Increase in fees 
Yes 9 2 1 1 .38 
No 361 98 76 99 
Total 370 100 77 100 
Low species population 
Yes 264 71 49 64 1.81 
No 106 28 28 36 
Total 370 100 77 100 
Personal reasons 
Yes 101 27 26 34 1.31 
No 269 73 51 66 
Total 370 100 77 100 
Poor site information 
Yes 27 7 4 5 .44 
No 343 93 73 95 
Total 370 100 77 100 
Not enough access points per site 
Yes 37 10 4 5 1.77 
No 333 90 73 95 
Total 370 100 77 100 
Sites too small for group 
Yes 29 8 5 7 .16 
No 341 92 72 93 
Total 370 100 77 100 
1Each variable was asked ‘check all that apply’ format within the single question. Each variable was separated from each other for 
examining group differences with chi-square tests. 
**p < .01 
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Figure 33. Percentage of resident and non-resident respondents' reasons for decrease in hunting days on 
public access land in Nebraska over the last three years  
Note. Only the percentage of respondents who marked the reasons for decrease in hunting days is reported here 
4.21. Habitat Types Hunted on Public Access Sites in Nebraska by Resident and Non-Resident 
Hunters 
Respondents were asked the habitat types they hunted on public access sites in Nebraska. Several significant 
differences between resident and non-resident were found (Table 5; Figure 34). Examples of the differences 
include ‘cropland’ (χ2 = 62.17, p < .001), ‘woodland’ (χ2 = 145.85, p < .01), ‘river’ (χ2 = 41.34, p < .001), 
and ‘wetland’ (χ2 = 26.47, p < .001). No significant difference was reported for the ‘grassland’ habitat type 
(χ2 = .16, p > .05). More of the non-residents hunted on cropland types (64%) and more of the residents 
hunted on woodland (53%), river (36%), and wetland (31%), while a majority of respondents in each
group (79% for residents; 78% for non-resident) participated in hunting on grasslands. 
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Table 5. Habitat Types Hunted on Public Access Sites in Nebraska by Resident and Non-Resident Hunters 
Variables1 
Resident Non-resident 
n % n % χ2 value 
Grassland 
Yes 1286 79 426 78 .16 
No 351 21 122 22 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Cropland 
Yes 733 45 352 64 62.17*** 
No 904 55 196 36 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Woodland 
Yes 862 53 126 23 145.85*** 
No 775 47 422 77 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
River 
Yes 586 36 115 21 41.34*** 
No 1051 64 433 79 
Total 1367 100 548 100 
Wetland 
Yes 503 31 106 19 26.47*** 
No 1134 69 442 81 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
1Each variable was asked ‘check all that apply’ format within the single question. Each variable was separated from each other for 
examining group differences with chi-square tests. 
***p < .001 
Figure 34. Difference in percentage of resident and non-resident respondents who have hunted on various 
habitat types on public access land in Nebraska  
Note. Only the percentage of respondents who marked habitat types hunted on public land in Nebraska is reported here 
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4.22. Habitat Types Preferred on Public Access Sites in Nebraska 
Respondents were asked their most preferred habitat types to hunt on Nebraska public access sites. Resident 
and non-resident respondents reported a significant difference in the types of hunting habitat on which they 
hunted in Nebraska (χ2 = 179.93, p < .01) (Table 6; Figure 35). More non-resident respondents preferred 
grassland (44%) and cropland (32%), while more resident respondents reported woodland (27%),
river (14%), and wetland (11%) as their preferred habitat types for their hunting activities.
Table 6. Differences in Habitat Types Most Preferred To Hunt on Public Access Sites in Nebraska by 
Resident and Non-Resident NGPC Groups 
Variables 
Resident Non-resident 
n % n % χ2 value 
Grassland 580 36 233 44 179.93*** 
Cropland 202 12 169 32 
Woodland 432 27 34 7 
River 223 14 51 10 
Wetland 177 11 40 7 
***p < .001 
Figure 35. Differences in habitat types most preferred to hunt on public access sites in Nebraska by 
resident and non-resident NGPC groups 
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4.23. Differences in Hunting Methods Used at Public Access Sites by Resident and Non-Resident 
Hunters 
Resident and non-resident respondents reported significant differences in the hunting methods they utilized 
for hunting at public access sites during the past three years, including shotgun (χ2 = 15.36, p < .001), 
falconry (χ2 = 6.13, p < .05), rifle (χ2 = 183.97, p < .001), pistol (χ2 = 31.02, p < .001), bow (χ2 = 87.13, p < 
.001), crossbow (χ2 = 17.35, p < .001), and muzzle (χ2 = 68.68, p < .001) (Table 7; Figure 36). For example, 
more out of state respondents (89%) likely utilized shotguns than respondents from Nebraska (82%). On 
the other hand, more respondents from Nebraska reported rifle (49% for NE; 16% for non-NE) and bow 
(25% for NE; 7% for non-NE) as their hunting methods than out of state respondents. 
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Table 7. Differences in Hunting Methods Used at Public Access Sites by Resident and Non-Resident NGPC 
Groups 
Variables1 
Resident Non-resident 
n % n % χ2 value 
Shotgun 
Yes 1348 82 490 89 15.36*** 
No 289 18 58 11 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Falconry 
Yes 30 2 2 0 6.13* 
No 1607 98 546 100 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Rifle 
Yes 808 49 90 16 183.97*** 
No 829 51 458 84 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Spear 
Yes 10 4 1 0 1.50 
No 1627 99 547 100 
Total 1367 100 548 100 
Pistol 
Yes 130 8 7 1 31.02*** 
No 1507 92 541 99 
Total 1367 100 548 100 
Knife 
Yes 7 0 0 0 2.35 
No 1630 100 548 100 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Bow 
Yes 412 25 36 7 87.13*** 
No 1225 75 512 93 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Crossbow 
Yes 80 5 5 1 17.35*** 
No 1557 95 543 99 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Muzzle 
Yes 341 21 30 6 68.68*** 
No 1296 79 518 94 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
1Each variable was asked ‘check all that apply’ format within the single question. Each variable was separated from each other for 
examining group differences with chi-square tests. 
*p < .05, ***p < .001
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Figure 36. Difference in percentage of respondents who used different hunting methods at public access 
sites by resident and non-resident 
Note. Only the percentage of respondents who marked the hunting methods is reported here 
4.24. Difference in People Taken to Public Access Sites by Resident and Non-Resident Pubic Access 
Hunters 
Significant differences were found in people taken to public access sites by resident and non-resident, 
including taking women hunting (χ2 = 20.87, p < .001), youth under 18 hunting (χ2 = 86.41, p < .001), and 
new hunters hunting (χ2 = 8.20, p < .01) (Table 8; Figure 37). More respondents from Nebraska have 
taken youth under 18 (57% for NE; 34% for non-NE), new hunters (45% for NE; 38% for non-NE), and 
women (30% for NE; 20% for non-NE), during their hunting activities than out of state respondents. 
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Table 8. Difference in People Taken to Public Access Sites by Resident and Non-Resident Hunters 
Variables1 
Resident Non-resident 
n % n % χ2 value 
Women hunting 
Yes 497 30 111 20 20.87*** 
No 1140 70 437 80 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Youth under 18 hunting 
Yes 934 57 187 34 86.41*** 
No 703 43 361 66 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
New hunters hunting 
Yes 742 45 210 38 8.20** 
No 895 55 338 62 
Total 1367 100 548 100 
1Each variable was asked ‘check all that apply’ format within the single question. Each variable was separated from each other for 
examining group differences with chi-square tests. 
**p < .01, ***p < .001 
Figure 37. Difference in percentage of resident and non-resident respondents who have taken people 
hunting on public access sites 
Note. Only the percentage of respondents who marked people taken is reported here. 
4.25. Difference in Regions Hunted within Nebraska by Resident and Non-Resident Public Access 
Hunters 
Resident and non-resident public access site respondents reported significant differences in regions hunted 
in Nebraska, such as the South Panhandle (χ2 = 49.43, p < .001), Niobrara River (χ2 = 6.54, p < .05), the 
Sandhills (χ2 = 14.30, p < .001), Southwest (χ2 = 138.01, p < .001), Northeast (χ2 = 45.36, p < .001), Platte 
River (χ2 = 10.75, p < .001), Metropolitan (χ2 = 133.80, p < .001), and Southeast (χ2 = 132.67, p < .001)
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(Table 9; Figure 38). For example, more Nebraska residents likely participated in hunting in regions such 
as the Southeast (41% for NE; 14% for non-NE), Platte River (39% for NE; 32% for non-NE), Northeast 
(28% for NE; 14% for non-NE), Sandhills (27% for NE; 19% for non-NE), and Metropolitan (26% for NE; 
3% for non-NE) than respondents from out of state. On the other hand, more non-resident respondents 
indicated participating in hunting in regions such as the Southwest (17% for NE; 41% for non-NE) and 
South Panhandle (7% for NE; 17% for non-NE) than respondents from Nebraska. 
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Table 9. Differences in Regions Hunted on public access sites within Nebraska by Resident and Non-
Resident Hunters 
Variables1 
Resident Non-resident 
n % n % χ2 value 
North Panhandle 
Yes 236 14 86 16 .53 
No 1401 86 462 84 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
South Panhandle 
Yes 116 7 95 17 49.43*** 
No 1521 93 453 83 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Niobrara River 
Yes 164 10 35 6 6.54* 
No 1473 90 513 94 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Sandhills 
Yes 443 27 104 19 14.30*** 
No 1194 73 444 81 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Southwest 
Yes 278 17 227 41 138.01*** 
No 1359 83 321 59 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Southcentral 
Yes 408 25 111 20 4.94* 
No 1229 75 437 80 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Northeast 
Yes 465 28 77 14 45.36*** 
No 1172 72 471 86 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Platte River 
Yes 645 39 173 32 10.75** 
No 992 61 375 68 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Metropolitan 
Yes 417 26 15 3 133.80*** 
No 1220 74 533 97 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
Southeast 
Yes 668 41 76 14 132.67*** 
No 969 59 472 86 
Total 1637 100 548 100 
1Each variable was asked ‘check all that apply’ format within the single question. Each variable was separated from each other for 
examining group differences with chi-square tests. 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Figure 38. Difference in percentage of respondents who have hunted on public access sites in regions within 
Nebraska by resident and non-resident hunters 
Note. Only the percentage of respondents who marked the regions they hunted in Nebraska is reported here 
4.26. Differences in Top Three Favorite Hunting Regions by Resident and Non-Resident Public Access 
Hunters 
Respondents (resident and non-resident public access hunters) were asked to rank their top favorite hunting 
regions. Differences and similarities in the first, second, and third favorite hunting regions are reported here. 
4.26A. Differences in the Most Favorite Hunting Regions by Resident and Non-Resident Public Access 
Hunters 
Several significant differences existed between the two groups of public access hunters in their favorite 
hunting regions such as the South Panhandle (χ2 = 32.45, p < .001), Southwest (χ2 = 144.97, p < .001), 
Northeast (χ2 = 21.51, p < .001), Metropolitan (χ2 = 18.38, p < .001), and Southeast (χ2 = 39.01, p < .001) 
(Table 10; Figure 39). For example, more out of state respondents (30%) reported the Southwest region as 
their most favorite hunting region compared to respondents from Nebraska (9%). On the other hand, more 
resident hunters reported the Northeast region (15% for NE; 7% for non-NE) and Southeast region (16% 
for NE; 5% for non-NE) as their most favorite region compared to non-resident NGPC hunters. 
Additionally, non-significant differences were found in the most favorite hunting regions such as the 
Sandhills (χ2 = 1.41, p > .05) and Platte River (χ2 = 2.71, p > .05). Almost the same proportion of hunters 
from Nebraska (18%) and hunters from out of state (15%) ranked the Platte River as their most favorite 
hunting region.  
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Table 10. Differences in the First Favorite Hunting Regions by Resident and Non-Resident Public Access 
Hunters 
Variables1 
Resident Non-resident 
n % n % χ2 value 
North Panhandle 
Yes 112 7 47 9 2.29 
No 1449 93 462 91 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
South Panhandle 
Yes 32 2 37 7 32.45*** 
No 1529 98 472 93 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Niobrara River 
Yes 67 4 16 3 1.32 
No 1494 96 493 97 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Sandhills 
Yes 203 13 56 11 1.41 
No 1358 87 453 89 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Southwest 
Yes 140 9 155 30 144.97*** 
No 1421 91 354 70 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Southcentral 
Yes 146 9 51 10 .19 
No 1415 91 458 90 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Northeast 
Yes 231 15 35 7 21.51*** 
No 1330 85 474 93 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Platte River 
Yes 286 18 77 15 2.71 
No 1275 82 432 85 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Metropolitan 
Yes 85 5 5 1 18.38*** 
No 1476 95 504 99 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Southeast 
Yes 253 16 27 5 39.01*** 
No 1308 84 482 95 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
1Each variable was asked ‘check all that apply’ format within the single question. Each variable was separated from each other for 
examining group differences with chi-square tests. 
***p < .001 
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Figure 39. Difference in the favorite hunting regions by resident and non-resident public access hunters 
Note. Only the percentage of respondents who marked the first favorite hunting region is reported here 
4.26B. Differences in the Second Favorite Hunting Regions by Resident and Non-Resident Public Access 
Hunters 
Several significant differences also existed in the second favorite hunting regions for public access hunters 
(Table 11; Figure 40). The regions included the South Panhandle (χ2 = 20.22, p < .001), Niobrara River (χ2 
= 12.58, p < .001), Sandhills (χ2 = 10.39, p < .01), Southwest (χ2 = 42.51, p < .001), Northeast (χ2 = 14.76, 
p < .001), Metropolitan (χ2 = 24.83, p < .001), and Southeast (χ2 = 21.24, p < .001). More residents (14%) 
reported the Sandhills as their second favorite hunting region than non-residents (8%). Also, the Southeast 
region was the runner up in this category for resident hunters (12% for NE; 5% for non-NE). On the 
contrary, the Southwest region was the runner up for non-resident hunters (5% for NE; 14% for non-NE).  
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Table 11. Differences in the Second Favorite Hunting Regions by Resident and Non-Resident Public 
Access Hunters 
Variables1 
Resident Non-resident 
n % n % χ2 value 
North Panhandle 
Yes 100 6 24 5 1.94 
No 1461 94 485 95 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
South Panhandle 
Yes 44 3 37 7 20.22*** 
No 1517 97 472 93 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Niobrara River 
Yes 110 7 14 3 12.58*** 
No 1451 93 495 97 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Sandhills 
Yes 217 14 43 8 10.39** 
No 1344 86 466 92 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Southwest 
Yes 80 5 70 14 42.51*** 
No 1481 95 439 86 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Southcentral 
Yes 172 11 55 11 .02 
No 1389 89 454 89 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Northeast 
Yes 131 8 17 3 14.76*** 
No 1430 92 492 97 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Platte River 
Yes 263 17 77 15 .83 
No 1298 83 432 85 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Metropolitan 
Yes 104 7 5 1 24.83*** 
No 1457 93 504 99 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Southeast 
Yes 184 12 24 5 21.24*** 
No 1377 88 485 95 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
1Each variable was asked ‘check all that apply’ format within the single question. Each variable was separated from each other for 
examining group differences with chi-square tests. 
*p < .01, ***p < .001
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Figure 40. Difference in the second favorite hunting regions by resident and non-resident public access 
hunters 
Note. Only the percentage of respondents who marked the second favorite hunting region is reported here 
4.26C. Differences in the Third Favorite Hunting Regions by Resident and Non-Resident Public Access 
Hunters 
Significant differences in the third favorite hunting regions were also reported, such as the Sandhills (χ2 =
17.00, p < .001), Northeast (χ2 = 14.43, p < .001), and Metropolitan (χ2 = 30.55, p < .001). More
respondents from Nebraska (12%) reported the Sandhills as their third favorite hunting region than 
respondents from out of state (6%). On the other hand, the Platte River was shared as a third favorite 
hunting region for both groups (14% for NE; 14% for non-NE) (Table 12; Figure 41).  
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Table 12. Differences in the Third Favorite Hunting Regions by Resident and Non-Resident Public Access 
Hunters 
Variables1 
Resident Non-resident 
n % n % χ2 value 
North Panhandle 
Yes 86 6 28 6 .00 
No 1475 94 481 94 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
South Panhandle 
Yes 46 3 33 7 13.08*** 
No 1515 97 476 93 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Niobrara River 
Yes 78 5 19 4 1.37 
No 1483 95 490 96 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Sandhills 
Yes 190 12 29 6 17.00*** 
No 1371 88 480 94 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Southwest 
Yes 95 6 40 8 1.98 
No 1466 94 469 92 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Southcentral 
Yes 120 8 31 6 1.45 
No 1441 92 478 94 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Northeast 
Yes 121 8 15 3 14.43*** 
No 1440 92 494 97 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Platte River 
Yes 219 14 71 14 .00 
No 1342 86 438 86 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Metropolitan 
Yes 126 8 6 1 30.55*** 
No 1435 92 503 99 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
Southeast 
Yes 127 8 17 3 13.64*** 
No 1434 92 492 97 
Total 1561 100 509 100 
1Each variable was asked ‘check all that apply’ format within the single question. Each variable was separated from each other for 
examining group differences with chi-square tests. 
***p < .001 
41 
Figure 41. Difference in the third favorite hunting regions by resident and non-resident public access 
hunters 
Note. Only the percentage of respondents who marked the third favorite hunting region is reported here 
4.26D. Overall Favorite Hunting Regions by Resident and Non-Resident Public Access Hunters 
In general, the Sandhills, Southeast, and Northeast regions were ranked as favorite hunting regions by 
more resident respondents who hunted on public access sites. Alternatively, the Southwest region was 
reported as a favorite for more non-resident NGPC hunters. The Platte River and Southcentral regions 
seemed to be a favorite for both groups (Figure 42). 
Figure 42. Overall favorite hunting regions by resident and non-resident public access hunters 
Note. Only the percentage of respondents who ranked the first, second and third favorite hunting regions is reported here 
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4.27. Regions Needing More Hunting Access by Resident and Non-Resident Public Access Hunters 
A significant difference existed between resident and non-resident public access hunters in regions reported 
as areas that need more hunting access (χ2 = 295.59, p < .001) (Table 13; Figure 43). For example, more 
non-resident respondents reported the Southwest (29% for NE; 6% for non-NE) and South Panhandle (6% 
for NE; 1% for non-NE) regions as in need of more hunting access. More resident respondents 
reported that the Southeast (20% for NE; 6% for non-NE), Platte River (19% for NE; 16% for 
non-NE), and Metropolitan (12% for NE; 1% for non-NE) regions need more hunting access.
Table 13. Differences in Regions Needing More Hunting Access by Resident and Non-Resident Public 
Access Hunters 
Variables 
Resident 
(n=1608) 
Non-resident 
(n=508) 
n % n % χ2 value 
North Panhandle 73 5 32 6 295.59*** 
South Panhandle 30 1 30 6 
Niobrara River 46 3 15 3 
Sandhills 154 10 54 11 
Southwest 100 6 146 29 
Southcentral 144 9 59 11 
Northeast 237 15 54 11 
Platte River 315 19 82 16 
Metropolitan 191 12 7 1 
Southeast 318 20 29 6 
***p < .001 
Figure 43. Regions needing more hunting access by resident and non-resident public access hunters 
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4.28. Differences in Game Species Targeted at Public Access Sites by Resident and Non-Resident 
Hunters 
Resident and non-resident hunters reported significant differences in the game species targeted at public 
access hunting sites in Nebraska (Table 14; Figure 44). For example, the levels of participation in targeting 
pheasant, grouse, prairie chicken, and quail (χ2 = 14.67, p < .001), waterfowl (geese, ducks, coots) (χ2 = 
16.09, p < .001), turkey (χ2 = 92.49, p < .001), whitetail deer (χ2 = 268.76, p < .001), and mule deer (χ2 = 
78.57, p < .001) species were significantly different across both groups. The levels of participation in 
hunting for all species except for upland birds and deer were significantly higher for resident respondents 
than for non-resident respondents. In addition, as shown in Figure 44, resident respondents mainly targeted 
upland birds (75%) and whitetail deer (58%), followed by turkey (46%), and waterfowl (geese, ducks, 
coots) (34%); while non-resident respondents mainly targeted upland birds (83%), waterfowl (geese, ducks, 
coots) (25%), and turkey (23%). 
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Table 14. Differences in Game Species Targeted at Public Access Hunting Sites in Nebraska by Resident 
and Non-Resident hunters 
Variables1 
Resident Non-resident 
n % n % χ2 value 
Pheasant, grouse, prairie chicken, quail 
Yes 1225 75 454 83 14.67*** 
No 411 25 94 17 
Total 1636 100 548 100 
Waterfowl (geese, ducks, coots) 
Yes 560 34 137 25 16.09*** 
No 1076 66 411 75 
Total 1636 100 548 100 
Dove, crow 
Yes 527 32 69 13 79.64*** 
No 1109 68 479 87 
Total 1636 100 548 100 
Turkey 
Yes 754 46 125 23 92.49*** 
No 882 54 423 77 
Total 1636 100 548 100 
Whitetail deer 
Yes 954 58 98 18 268.76*** 
No 682 42 450 82 
Total 1636 100 548 100 
Mule deer 
Yes 417 26 42 8 78.57*** 
No 1219 75 506 92 
Total 1636 100 548 100 
Elk, antelope, mountain lion 
Yes 130 8 4 1 37.12*** 
No 1506 92 544 99 
Total 1636 100 548 100 
Squirrel 
Yes 221 14 20 4 40.64*** 
No 1415 87 528 94 
Total 1636 100 548 100 
Rabbit 
Yes 314 19 38 7 45.63*** 
No 1322 81 510 93 
Total 1636 100 548 100 
1Each variable was asked ‘check all that apply’ format within the single question. Each variable was separated from each other for 
examining group differences with chi-square tests. 
***p < .001 
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Figure 44. Difference in game species targeted at public access hunting sites in Nebraska by resident and 
non-resident hunters 
Note. Only the percentage of respondents who marked their targeted game species is reported here 
4.29. Differences in Planning to Buy a Hunting License/Permit in Nebraska and Elsewhere in 2015 
by Resident and Non-Resident Public Access Hunters 
Residents and non-residents who hunted on public access sites reported significant differences in planning 
to buy a hunting license/permit in Nebraska (χ2 = 64.09, p < .001) and elsewhere (χ2 = 12.12, p < .001) in 
2015. More residents (99%) than non-residents (91%) were likely to purchase a Nebraska hunting license. 
Also, more residents (94%) were not likely to buy a hunting license anywhere else other than in Nebraska 
(Table 15). 
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Table 15. Differences in Planning to Buy a Hunting License/Permit in Nebraska and Elsewhere in 2015 
by Resident and Non-Resident Public Access Hunters 
Variables1 
Residents Non-residents 
n % n % χ2 value 
Planning to Buy a Hunting License/Permit in NE 
Yes 1586 99 490 91 64.09*** 
No 24 1 46 7 
Total 1610 100 536 100 
Buy a Hunting License/Permit Elsewhere 
Yes 101 6 58 11 12.12*** 
No 1509 94 478 89 
Total 
1Each variable was asked ‘check all that apply’ format within the single question. Each variable was separated from each other for 
examining group differences with chi-square tests. 
***p < .001 
4.30. Differences in Reservation System Options for NGPC Leased Hunting Sites for Public Access 
by Resident and Non-Resident Hunters 
4.30A. Differences in Reservation System Options that Would Most Likely Increase Respondents Use 
of NGPC Leased Hunting Sites for Public Access by Resident and Non-Resident Hunters 
For all respondents, a significant difference was found in terms of reservation system options that would 
most likely increase respondents’ use of NGPC leased public access hunting sites between residents and 
non-residents (χ2 = 14.68, p < .05). More respondents from out of state (16%) reported that ‘a site limited 
to being hunted just once a week’ would increase their participation in hunting at NGPC leased public 
access sites than respondents from Nebraska (14%). More respondents from Nebraska (11%) believed 
that ‘a site limited to three hunting parties per day’ would likely cause them to hunt more frequently at 
NGPC leased public access sites than respondents from out of state (8%). On the other hand, almost of 
half of the respondents from each group (46% for NE; 47% for non-NE) reported that such reservation 
system options would not increase their hunting at NGPC leased public access sites (Figure 45). 
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Figure 45. Differences in reservation system options that would most likely increase resident and non-
resident  respondents’ use of NGPC leased public access hunting sites (n=4100 for residents; n=1369 for 
non-residents) 
Note. χ2 value = 14.68 (p < .05) 
4.30B. Reservation System Options that Would Most Likely Decrease Respondents Use of NGPC 
Leased Hunting Sites for Public Access by Resident and Non-Resident Hunters 
For all respondents, a significant difference was reported in terms of reservation system options that 
would most likely decrease a respondent’s use of public access hunting sites among residents and non-
residents (χ2 = 13.75, p < .05). More respondents from Nebraska (25%) reported that ‘a site limited to 
first-come, first-serve basis would decrease their hunting activity at NGPC leased public access sites 
than respondents from out of state (22%). More respondents from Nebraska (11%) believed that ‘a site 
limited to three hunting parties per day’ would help them hunt more frequently at NGPC leased public 
access sites than respondents from out of state (8%). On the other hand, a higher proportion of 
respondents from both groups reported that such reservation system options would not prevent them 
from hunting at NGPC leased public access sites (Figure 46). 
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Figure 46. Differences in reservation system options that would most likely decrease respondents’ use of 
NGPC leased public access hunting sites by resident and non-residents (n=4086 for residents; n=1366 for 
non-residents) 
Note. χ2 value = 13.75 (p < .05) 
4.30C. Differences in Factors that Would Increase Resident and Non-Resident Respondents 
Likelihood of Remaining a Hunter  
As shown in Table 16 and Figure 47, there were significant differences in factors that would increase 
respondents’ likelihood of remaining a hunter among all respondents from Nebraska and those from out 
of state. Examples of the significant differences include ‘more target species’ (χ2 = 20.35, p < .001), ‘see 
fewer hunters in the field’ (χ2 = 5.22, p < .05), ‘people to hunt with’ (χ2 = 3.83, p < .05), ‘lower license 
fees’ (χ2 = 12.28, p < .001), ‘sites closer to home’ (χ2 = 341.38, p < .001), ‘increased site safety’ (χ2 = 
38.59, p < .001), and ‘easier site access’ (χ2 = 12.23, p < .001). In greater detail, more respondents from 
Nebraska than those from out of state reported that factors such as ‘sites closer to home’ (47%), ‘easier 
site access (37%), and ‘more target species’ (31%) would increase their likelihood of remaining a
hunter. On the other hand, more respondents from out of state reported ‘lower license fees’ (32%) and 
‘see fewer hunters in the field’ (28%) as factors that would help them remain a hunter. Additionally, 
both groups reported that ‘better habitat quality’ (64% for NE; 62% for non-NE) would increase their 
likelihood of staying a hunter. 
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Table 16. Differences in Factors that Would Increase Respondents’ Likelihood to Remain a Hunter by 
Resident and Non-Resident 
Variables1 
Resident Non-resident 
n % n % χ2 value 
Mentoring 
Yes 554 13 161 12 2.78 
No 3586 87 1222 88 
Total 4140 100 1383 100 
More target species 
Yes 1266 31 335 24 20.35*** 
No 2874 69 1048 76 
Total 4140 100 1383 100 
See fewer hunters in the field 
Yes 1010 24 380 28 5.22* 
No 3130 76 1003 72 
Total 4140 100 1383 100 
People to hunt with 
Yes 745 18 217 16 3.83* 
No 3395 82 1166 84 
Total 4140 100 1383 100 
Lower license fees 
Yes 1106 27 437 32 12.28*** 
No 3034 73 946 68 
Total 4140 100 1383 100 
Sites closer to home 
Yes 1955 47 264 19 341.38*** 
No 2185 53 1119 81 
Total 4140 100 1383 100 
Increased site safety 
Yes 453 11 73 5 38.59*** 
No 3687 89 1310 95 
Total 4140 100 1383 100 
Easier site access 
Yes 1514 37 434 31 12.23*** 
No 2626 63 949 69 
Total 4140 100 1383 100 
Better habitat quality 
Yes 2644 64 858 62 1.49 
No 1496 36 525 38 
Total 4140 100 1383 100 
1Each variable was asked ‘check all that apply’ format within the single question. Each variable was separated from each other for 
examining group differences with chi-square tests. 
*p < .05, ***p < .001
50 
Figure 47. Differences in factors that would increase respondents’ likelihood of remaining a hunter by 
resident and non-resident 
Note. Only the percentage of respondents who marked the reasons that would increase their likelihood to remain a hunter is reported 
here 
4.31. Hunting Trip Preferences by Resident and Non-Resident Hunters 
4.31A. Differences in Hunting Trip Preferred Target Species by Resident and Non-Resident Hunters 
For all respondents, a significant difference existed in hunting species preferred for a hunting trip by 
resident and non-resident groups (χ2 = 328.99, p < .001) (Figure 48). For example, more respondents from 
out of state preferred ‘pheasant, grouse, prairie chicken, and quail’ (38% for NE; 55% for non-NE) and 
‘waterfowl (geese, ducks, coots)’ (12% for NE; 20% for non-NE) than respondents from Nebraska, while 
both groups equally preferred ‘pheasant, grouse, prairie chicken and quail.’ ‘Whitetail deer’ (29% for NE;
9% for non-NE) and ‘mule deer’ (8% for NE; 5% for non-NE) were more strongly preferred by Nebraska 
respondents. 
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Figure 48. Differences in hunting species preferred by resident and non-resident groups (n=4129 for 
residents; n=1369 for non-residents) 
Note. χ2 value = 328.99 (p < .001) 
4.31B. Differences in Hunting Trip Party by Resident and Non-Resident Hunters 
For all respondents, significant differences were reported in who would be in the hunting party for the 
hunting trip for a preferred species by residents and non-residents (Table 17; Figure 49). For example, 
while most respondents in each group (72% for NE; 89% for non-NE) would prefer a hunting party of 
two or more people, non-resident hunters reported that hunting party size more often (χ2 = 156.06, p < 
.001). In addition, more Nebraska residents reported that youth they are mentoring would be in their 
hunting party (χ2 = 95.30, p < .001; 26% for NE; 13% for non-NE) or alone (χ2 = 77.26, p < .001; 24% 
for NE; 13% for non-NE). 
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Table 17. Differences in Hunting Trip Hunting Party for Residents and Non-Residents 
Variables1 
Residents Non-residents 
n % n % χ2 value 
A hunting party (2 or more hunters) 
Yes 2992 72 1228 89 156.06*** 
No 1149 28 156 11 
Total 4141 100 1384 100 
Alone 
Yes 1002 24 180 13 77.26*** 
No 3139 76 1204 87 
Total 4141 100 1384 100 
An adult you are mentoring 
Yes 284 7 64 5 8.77** 
No 3857 93 1320 96 
Total 4141 100 1384 100 
Youth you are mentoring 
Yes 1070 26 182 13 95.30*** 
No 3071 74 1202 87 
Total 4141 100 1384 100 
1Each variable was asked ‘check all that apply’ format within the single question. Each variable was separated from each other for 
examining group differences with chi-square tests. 
**p < .01, ***p < .001 
Figure 49. Differences in hunting party make-up among resident and non-resident hunters 
Note. Only the percentage of respondents who marked the hunting party types they would be in is reported here 
5
13
13
89
7
24
26
72
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
An adult you are mentoring
Alone
Youth you are mentoring
A hunting party (2 or more hunters)
Percent
Hunting party make-up
Resident Non-resident
53 
4.4 Discrete Choice Experiment (DCE) 
In order to understand hunters’ preferences, including how they rank and tradeoff preferences, a discrete 
choice experiment was conducted in the survey. This method was chosen over typical Likert-type 
items (for example, 5-point scales ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree) because Likert items 
results do not indicate how respondents tradeoff and rank items in relation to other items. More
specifically, results from Likert-type items would likely show that most hunters strongly favored (5 on a 
five-point scale) the optimum choice for each attribute in question. Thus for each item, the means would 
be near five with little variability. This would not provide needed information on the ranking of these 
preferences and would certainly not provide information on how hunter’s tradeoff the various attributes 
in choosing a hunting site. 
In a discrete choice experiment, a set of two scenarios or sets of choices are shown and respondents
are asked to choose one scenario or choice set. The sets depict descriptions of different options or 
levels of each attributes. In the present study, there were six attributes: site size, target abundance, 
access days (pressure), travel time, reservations (availability), and alternative sites (proximity).  The 
attributes were written to have both two and three levels as there were two designs: a 2-level attribute 
design and a 3-level attribute design. Both two and three levels are depicted in Table 18.  An example of 
a choice set from the survey using two levels is depicted in Figure 50. 
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Table 18. Attributes and levels 
2 levels 3 levels 
1 Number of individual animals present (abundance) 
 Very few target species present
 Enough target species present to fill bag limit
Number of individual animals present 
 Very few target species present
 Average number of target species at the site, able to
get a few shots.
 Enough target species present to fill a bag limit
2 Access Site Size 
 Small sites, 1/8 section (80 acres) or less
 One large site, at least 3 sections (1920 acres)
Access Site Size 
 Small sites less than 1/8 section (80 acres)
 One site between a half and 2 sections (320-1280)
 One large site, at least 3 sections (1920 acres)
3 Access – days (pressure) 
 Site is limited to 2-6 days to hunt per month
 Unlimited days to hunt a site
Access – days 
 Site is limited to just 2-6 days to hunt per month
 Site is limited to 2-3 days to hunt per week
 Unlimited days to hunt a site
4 Travel time one-way to site from home 
 Site is less than 1 hour away
 Site is greater than 3 hours away
Travel time one-way to site from home 
 Site is less than 1 hour away
 Site is 1-3 hours away
 Site is greater than 3 hours away
5 Reservations (availability) 
 Reservations are needed to hunt at the site
(limiting the availability of a site)
 Reservations are not needed to hunt at the site (no
limit on the availability of a site)
Reservations 
 Reservations are needed to hunt at the site, limiting
the site to 4 hunters per month
 Reservations are needed to hunt at the site, limiting
the site to 4-8 hunters per week
 Reservations are not needed to hunt at the site
6 Number of sites (proximity) 
 There are no other sites within a 20 mile radius
 There are more than 10 sites within a 20 mile
radius of the site
Access –adjacent sites 
 There are no other sites within 20 miles
 There are 4-8 sites within a 20 mile radius of the site
 There are more than 10 sites within a 20 mile radius
of the site
Figure 50. Example of a choice set from the survey using two levels 
Site A Site B 
Is less than 1/8 section (80 acres) Is at least 3 sections (1920 acres) 
Very few target species present, 
limiting shots 
Enough target species present to fill a 
bag limit 
Unlimited days to hunt 
Hunting is limited to 2-3 designated 
days per month 
Less than 1 hour drive from home More than 3 hours drive from home 
Reservations are not needed to hunt 
Reservations are needed, allowing 
just 4 hunters per month 
There are no other sites within 20 
miles of a site 
There are more than 10 other sites 
within 20 miles of a site 
 Site A  Site B
Respondents were asked to choose Site A or Site B. Note that each line represents a level of one of the 6 attributes. 
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4.41 Discrete Choice Experiment Results 
There were a total of 5,338 complete and usable surveys for the discrete choice experiment. Out of 5,338 
respondents; 2,637 were randomly assigned to treatment blocks using fractional factorial designs (a set of 
eight choice sets) for a 2-level design and 2,701 respondents were randomly assigned to blocks using a 
fractional factorial designs for a 3-level design. Fractional factorial designs were used to reduce the number 
of choice sets each respondent received, thereby reducing respondent burden and increasing survey 
completion rates.  
Results of the discrete choice experiment indicated that hunters were most concerned about target species 
abundance regardless of the two- or three-level approach. Overall, when attributes were looked at in 
isolation, hunters’ preferences were as predicted (Table 19). Hunters preferred greater target 
species abundance, larger sites, more sites within proximity of each other, and shorter travel times. 
Hunters also preferred to not limit the number of days they could hunt a site or use reservations.  
When attributes were looked at in comparison to other attributes, the level “to fill a bag limit” under 
target abundance was highly preferred not only as compared to other levels of target abundance but 
also as compared to other preferred attributes. Two other attributes were preferred (had positive effects) 
where the second most preferred attribute is “adjacent sites” and the third preferred attribute is “site 
size” (Table 19). 
Three attributes had a negative connotation for hunters, and hunters sought to avoid these attributes 
(Table 19).  “Travel time of at least 3 hours’ drive from home” was the most avoided not only compared 
to the other levels of travel time but also as compared to the other two avoided attributes,
“access days” and “reservations.” 
However, when weighing the preferred and avoided attributes the relative importance of attributes 
to hunters are as follows: 1) target abundance, 2) travel time, 3) access days, 4) reservations, 5) adjacent 
sites, and 6) site size in that order (Table 19). The two attributes with the biggest influence on which sites 
hunters chose to hunt were target abundance and travel time, indicating that hunters most prefer sites 
close to home with a large number of target species. Other attributes (i.e. reservations, limited days to 
hunt, and others sites nearby) were inconsequential in motivating hunting site choice. Thus the 
discrete choice experiment revealed that if hunters are reasonably assured of bagging their target species 
without traveling far, they will tolerate limits on hunting.
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Site size was of relative importance to hunters. Hunters did not like the smallest sites as sites between half 
and two sections (320-1280 acres) and “at least three sections (1920 acres) were both preferred over sites 
less than one-eighth section (80 acres). So the bigger the site size the more utility there is for the hunters 
(Figure 2.8). However, the second and third levels of site size “site size between half and two sections” and 
“at least 3 sections” are not different from each other in terms of their relative utility. In fact, the largest 
sites have a slightly lower utility than sites of intermediate size for some preferred species.  
Hunters significantly preferred sites where there were alternative sites within 20 miles over choices where 
no other sites were available within 20 miles. As with site size, the number of alternative sites did not 
matter. 
Table 19: Parameter Estimates (Est.), along with Standard Errors (SE) and t-values from MNL for the 2-
Level Design. Where ** is significant at 0.01 and *** is significant at 0.001, and has p-value < 0.00. NS1 
& NS2 are Non-Significant effects with p-values 0.08 & 0.35 respectively. Each estimate is the difference 
of the stated level from the first level in parenthesis next to the attribute title. Blanks indicate that the 
estimate was either not available. Likelihood Ratio Test (LRT) has 1 degree of freedom (df) for the 2-
Level design. 
Bold fonts are positive effects and comparatively preferred by hunters. 
2-Level Design
Parameter Name Est. SE t-value LRT Rank 
Intercept 0.03 0.02 1.8 NS1
Site Size (Small sites, 1/8 section (80 acres) or less) 
At least 3 Sections 0.16 0.02 9.4 *** 44.659 6 
Target Abundance (Very few target species present) 
Fill a bag limit 
0.78 0.02 41.3*** 2302.1 
(df=2)a 
1 
Access Days  (Unlimited days to hunt) 
2-6 days per month 
-0.16 0.02 -8.5*** 169.27 
(df=2)a 
3 
Travel Time  (less than 1 hour away) 
At least 3 Hours -0.46 0.04 -13.2*** 177.32 2 
Reservations (no limit/reservations) 
4 Hunters/month -0.23 0.02 -11.1*** 121.78 4 
Adjacent Sites (no sites nearby) 
> 10 other sites 0.20 0.02 12.8*** 82.639 5 
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4.42 Interactions among Site Preferences and Demographic Variables 
While the relative importance of each attribute was just reported, attribute coefficients cannot be entirely 
interpreted in isolation, because respondents chose among alternative sites representing combinations of 
attributes.  
Four demographic characteristics were examined in relation to the responses to the eight choice sets. These 
included age, community where respondents currently live (urban, rural or suburban), if respondents acted 
as a recruiter, and their preferred species. The last three were re-categorized for subsequent analysis 
as explained below. In the last section of survey, we asked if the community where they live is urban,
suburban, or rural. Based on preliminary analyses showing that urban and suburban were not different,
they were lumped together as “Urban” for the analysis. In the first section of the survey, respondents
were asked if “In the past 3 years have you taken (choose all that apply): women hunting, youth under 18 
hunting, and new hunters hunting.” Respondents were categorized as “Recruiters” if at least one of the 
three options were chosen.   
Reducing access days at a site from “unlimited days to hunt” to “2-6 designated days per month” 
impacted recruiters more than non-recruiters, i.e., non-recruiters did not care as much about a
reduction in days. Increased travel time impacted non-recruiters more than recruiters. 
Prior to the DCE section of the survey, respondents were asked to choose their preferred target species and 
hunting party for a hunting trip. For their preferred species, respondents were given the following nine 
choices and could choose only one: (1) pheasant, grouse, prairie chicken, quail; (2) waterfowl (geese, ducks, 
coots); (3) dove, crow; (4) turkey; (5) whitetail deer; (6) mule deer; (7) elk, antelope, mountain lion; (8) 
squirrel; and (9) rabbit. These were re-categorized for the analysis as follows (with sample size in 
parentheses): (1) upland birds (2,253); (2) waterfowl (330); (3) dove and crow (223); (4) remained as turkey 
(728); (5), (6) and (7) were lumped together as big game (1,416); and lastly both (8) and (9) together as 
squirrel and rabbit (391). These six new categories were used in subsequent analyses in ascending order of 
total individuals. 
An interaction occurred for “target abundance” and “type of preferred species” with the 2-Level design. 
While having “enough target species present to fill a bag limit” was the most preferred attribute overall, 
when analyzing it by preferred species the results indicated something else. Upland bird hunters (followed 
by turkey and waterfowl hunters) cared the most about an abundance of target species whereas big game 
hunters, dove and crow hunters, and squirrel and rabbit hunters cared the least care about target
abundance in that order. 
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Dove and crow hunters and squirrel and rabbit hunters most preferred larger sites – those that are “at least 
3 sections (1920 acres)” over those with “less than 1/8 section (80 acres).” All hunters also avoided 
reservations, but dove and crow hunters and big game hunters had the least avoidance for reservations. 
All hunters sought to avoid increases in travel time, more so than reservations. Big game hunters had the 
most avoidance toward longer travel times as compared to those hunting other species. Hunters living in 
urban communities least avoided long travel times to hunting sites, compared to hunters living 
in rural communities, although this effect is very small. When further analyzing travel time, younger 
hunters wish to avoid longer travel times more than older hunters. However, older hunters (68 and 
older) had more avoidance for sites requiring reservations as compared to younger hunters (under 30).  
5.0 Respondents’ Comments about Hunting on Public Access Lands in Nebraska 
Respondents were asked to comment on hunting on public access lands (e.g. WMAs, OFW, CRP-MAP) 
in Nebraska. A complete list of comments is in Appendix 1. Respondents provided comments on 
satisfaction and offered suggestions to improve hunting experiences. Positive comments include 
satisfaction with NGPC programs. Most negative but constructive comments were for better hunting 
opportunities, such as conservation of quality wildlife habitats to ensure better hunting opportunities,
better information about hunting opportunities, and better promotion of hunting opportunities. Also, 
while some respondents expressed no need for a reservation system (i.e., no need to limit access), others 
mentioned that a reservation system is needed. This issue is clarified by the discrete choice 
experiment that revealed if hunters are reasonably assured of bagging their target species without 
traveling far they will tolerate limits on hunting. A small number of respondents mentioned a need for 
controlled hunting to solve safety issues. And, some hunters wanted regulations (e.g., no grazing) on
hunting land to better manage habitat quality. 
5.1 Qualitative Analysis Methods 
A qualitative analysis was conducted on hunters’ general comments about hunting on public access land. 
The analysis began by reading and then organizing the comments to gain a general feel for the data and 
participants’ perspectives. A typological coding methodology was employed to sort data into typological 
categories in order to discover patterns and develop themes. Two experts in qualitative analysis reviewed 
the coding methodology for content validity.  
5.1A Results of Qualitative Analysis of Hunters’ General Comments about Hunting on Public 
Access Land 
Seven themes and two sub-themes emerged from the qualitative analysis. The themes are (in no 
particular order): 
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 Better Hunting Opportunities
o High Quality Wildlife Habitats Needed
o Information and Promotion Needed
 Controlled Hunting Needed to solve Safety Issues
 Reservation System Needed
 No Need for a Reservation System (i.e., no need to limit access)
 Regulations Needed (e.g., no grazing)
 Dissatisfaction with Land Management (Public and Private)
 Satisfaction with NGPC Program
5.2 Respondents’ Descriptions of Their Experience with the NGPC Public Access Program 
Respondents were asked to describe their experience with the NGPC Public Access Program for hunting 
(e.g., WMAs, OFW, CRP-MAP). A complete list of descriptions is in Appendix 2. Many respondents had
generally positive experiences with emphasis on abundant species, often in comparison to other hunting 
sites or states. One respondent provided a considerable description of why a reservation system might be 
necessary, while another described in detail why no reservation system is needed. A larger proportion of 
hunters’ experiences with the NGPC public access program were described as negative for a variety of 
reasons. However, these comments were voluntary and people often only take the time to write comments 
when they perceive an issue that they regard as negative.  
5.2A Results of Qualitative Analysis of Hunters’ Descriptions of Their Experience with the NGPC Public 
Access Program 
A qualitative analysis identical to that conducted on hunters’ general comments was conducted on hunters’ 
descriptions of their experience with the NGPC Public Access Program for hunting. Four themes and eight 
sub-themes emerged from the qualitative analysis. The themes and their subthemes are as follows (in no 
particular order): 
 Overall Positive Experience
o Abundant Species
 Reservation System Needed
 Reservation System Not Needed
 Overall Negative Experience
o Poor Habitat
o Poor Access/Lack of Access
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o Lack of Target Species
o Crowding
o Safety Issues
o Hunters’ Inappropriate Behavior
o Poor Site Information or Poorly Marked Sites
5.3 Discussion of Hunter’s Comments and Descriptions of Hunting on Public Access Lands in 
Nebraska. 
Overall, considering the findings from comments and descriptions of hunting experiences on public access 
lands, many hunters were satisfied having good experiences with the public access program. On the other 
hand, many hunters identified concerns with the NGPC program including poor quality wildlife 
habitats, lack of abundant hunting species, the need for more hunting access sites or better accessibility of 
hunting sites, and overcrowding at sites. These findings are somewhat similar to other quantitative 
findings reported here; however, the comments and descriptions of experiences provide rich detail 
lacking in the quantitative analyses.  
Most general comments addressed lack of quality habitat. Some of the respondents’ concerns, such as “more 
and more tree lines, native grasses being removed” or “Don't let cattle graze on habitat,” might be
opportunities for the OFW program if contract partners are available in eastern Nebraska. While some 
suggestions are outside the NGPC’s control, even on contracted OFW land, some concerns might be 
addressed by education programs. For instance, some respondents do not understand the benefits of 
grassland management with prescribed fire because it is “burning all of the rabbits and other wildlife.” 
The sheer number and diversity of positive experiences with the NGPC public access program is notable. 
It is worthwhile to read through the comments to get an appreciation for the variety of hunter experiences 
on public access land. Like the general comments, many negative experiences center on habitat. Many 
concerns were overgrazing, mowing, or spraying of habitat that might be addressed through the OFW 
program if more contract partners are available. 
6.0 Discussion 
The survey was implemented to document past recreation experiences and future recreation preferences 
related to hunting on public access sites in Nebraska, particularly on private land through the OFW public 
access program. To better determine hunting land use needs and make more informed decisions in the 
future, various questions about hunting experiences and preferences were included in the survey, such as
hunting use levels, game species hunted and preferred, habitat types hunted and preferred, regions where 
61 
they hunted, regions preferred for hunting, hunting reservation system options, and hunting site 
preferences. Participants who purchased a hunting license/permit in Nebraska in 2014 were invited to 
participate in the survey. Major findings and management suggestions are discussed here. 
About 38 percent of respondents (n = 2614) reported their hunting experiences took place on private land 
through the NGPC access program. Prominent game species targeted at NGPC hunting access sites were 
pheasant, grouse, prairie chicken, whitetail deer, turkey, and waterfowl (e.g., geese, ducks, coots). These 
results indicate that such game species are the most popular among Nebraska hunters. In addition, more 
than half of the respondents (58%) reported an increased or constant number of hunting days spent on 
Nebraska public access land over the past three years. For those who reported a decrease in hunting 
days, the major reasons for the decline were low species populations and overcrowded sites.  
The types of habitat hunters reported utilizing on publically accessed land for the past three years and the 
habitat type they most preferred were the same. The three most preferred habitat types in order were 
grassland, cropland, and woodland areas. They also most prefer those habitat types on their selected 
public hunting sites. This suggests that the conservation of these habitat types in various regions in 
Nebraska is important to sustaining hunting activity. Also, securing habitat quality for upland birds, 
turkey, and whitetail deer would likely contribute to the retention of current and new hunters. 
In addition to the importance of better habitat quality and abundant game species in Nebraska, this study 
looked at the regions of Nebraska where hunters preferred to hunt on public assess land.  Respondents 
hunted mostly in the Platte River, Sandhills, and Southeast. The Platte River was found to be the most 
frequently used area and the most preferred area. These most frequently used hunting regions are similar 
to the regions preferred as favorite regions. 
Furthermore, hunters preferred sites closer to home with easier site access, both of which may make it 
easier for hunters to participate in hunting and to hunt more often. The Southeast and Northeast regions 
were popular and are closer to the urban areas with the majority of Nebraska residents, providing good 
access for people who reside within or adjacent to these regions. Overall, additional planning to provide 
more convenient hunting access sites would likely support more current and new hunters in utilizing 
public access hunting lands. 
Almost half of the respondents expressed that various reservation options would not likely influence 
their use of public access hunting sites, and indeed, reservations were not an important factor in the 
Discreet Choice Experiment.  In contrast, employing ‘a first-come, first-serve basis system’ (19%) and 
allowing ‘hunting just once per week’ (14%) for hunting access would positively influence a small 
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proportion of hunters utilizing public access sites. Also, fewer respondents (7 to 8%) reported that 
limiting reserved sites to ‘hunting just once per week,’ ‘fifteen hunters per week,’ and ‘three hunting 
parties per day’ would likely cause them to decrease their hunting activities at public access sites. These 
results suggest that such reservation options could be utilized to manage use levels at various public 
access sites, especially if there were also sites available that did not require reservations. 
Differences and similarities in previous hunting experiences and future hunting preferences across 
resident and non-resident hunters were found. More resident respondents (23%) reported a decrease in 
hunting over the past three years on public access land than non-resident respondents (15%). Both 
residents and non-residents reported ‘low species populations’ as part of the reason for a decrease in the 
number of hunting days, while residents tended to be more sensitive to ‘feeling overcrowded’ at public 
access sites than non-residents. Upland birds (pheasant, grouse, prairie chicken, and quail) were the game 
species most preferred by both residents and nonresidents. Whitetail deer was preferred by more 
residents, whereas waterfowl (e.g., geese, ducks, and coots) were preferred by more non-residents. 
Better habitat quality was the most important factor for both residents and nonresidents in increasing their 
propensity to remain a hunter on public access land.  Target abundance, a proxy for habitat quality, was 
found to be the most important hunting site attribute in the DCE.  
The majority of respondents (residents and nonresident) used grasslands as their major hunting habitat 
type. More residents hunted in woodlands, rivers, and wetlands while more non-residents hunted in 
croplands. Other important factors include sites closer to home, easier site access, and more target species 
as important elements for the state residents. Lower license fees, easier site access, seeing fewer hunters 
in the field, and more target species would contribute to an increase in non-resident hunter retention. 
Public access land in the Southeast, Platte River, Northwest, and Sandhills regions were used by more 
resident respondents and were also among the most favorite areas for them. Public access land in the 
Southwest, Platte River, Southcentral, and Sandhills regions were the most used regions by non-resident 
respondents and were also ranked as their most favorite areas. Furthermore, this report identified more 
resident hunters’ preference for public access to Southeast and Platte River regions and more non-
residents’ preference for public access hunting opportunities in the Southwest and Platte River regions. 
The DCE revealed that the relative importance of hunting site attributes to hunters is as follows: 
1) target abundance, 2) travel time, 3) access days, 4) reservations, 5) adjacent sites, and 6) site 
size. The two attributes with the biggest influence on which sites hunters chose to hunt were target 
abundance and travel time, indicating that hunters most prefer sites close to home with a large number of 
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target species. Other attributes (i.e., reservations, limited days to hunt, and others sites nearby) 
were inconsequential in motivating hunting site choice. Thus, the discrete choice experiment 
revealed that if hunters are reasonably assured of bagging their target species without traveling 
far, they will tolerate limits on hunting. Additionally, hunters preferred sites that were not small and 
that had at least a few adjacent sites.  
Reducing access days at a site from “unlimited days to hunt” to “2-6 designated days per 
month” impacted recruiters more than non-recruiters, i.e., non-recruiters did not care as much 
about a reduction in days. Increased travel time impacted non-recruiters more than recruiters. 
Prior to the DCE section of the survey, respondents were asked to choose their preferred target species 
and hunting party for a hunting trip. For their preferred species, respondents were given the following 
nine choices and could choose only one: (1) pheasant, grouse, prairie chicken, quail; (2) waterfowl (geese, 
ducks, coots); (3) dove, crow; (4) turkey; (5) whitetail deer; (6) mule deer; (7) elk, antelope, mountain 
lion; (8) squirrel; and (9) rabbit. These were re-categorized for the analysis as follows (with 
sample size in parentheses): (1) upland birds (2253); (2) waterfowl (330); (3) dove and crow (223); (4) 
remained as turkey (728); (5), (6) and (7) were lumped together as big game (1416); and lastly both (8) 
and (9) together as squirrel and rabbit (391). These six new categories were used in subsequent analyses 
in ascending order of total individuals. 
An interaction occurred for “target abundance” and “type of preferred species” with the 2-Level 
design. While having “enough target species present to fill a bag limit” was the most preferred attribute 
overall, when analyzing it by preferred species the results indicated something else. Upland bird hunters 
(followed by turkey and waterfowl hunters) cared the most about an abundance of target species whereas 
big game hunters, dove and crow hunters, and squirrel and rabbit hunters cared the least care 
about target abundance in that order. 
Dove and crow hunters and squirrel and rabbit hunters most preferred larger sites – those that are “at least 
3 sections (1920 acres)” over those with “less than 1/8 section (80 acres).” All hunters also avoided 
reservations, but dove and crow hunters and big game hunters had the least avoidance for reservations.  
All hunters sought to avoid increases in travel time, more so than reservations. Big game hunters had the 
most avoidance toward longer travel times as compared to those hunting other species. Hunters living in 
urban communities least avoided long travel times to hunting sites compared to hunters living in rural 
communities, although this effect is very small. When further analyzing travel time, younger hunters wish 
to avoid longer travel times more than older hunters. However, older hunters (68 and older) had more 
avoidance for sites requiring reservations as compared to younger hunters (under 30).  
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7.0 Recommendations 
Based on the findings of this report, the following recommendations are made to increase hunting and 
recruitment of hunters on public access land in Nebraska: 
All hunters: 
 Sites should be within one hour travel time for hunters. Therefore, more sites in the southeast near 
urban areas may be needed to retain and recruit hunters. This is especially true for big game 
hunters and younger hunters.
 The acquisition of new sites should focus on the most popular and preferred areas to hunt, the 
Platte River, the Sandhills, and the Southeast, and the most preferred habitat types, grassland, 
cropland, and woodlands in that order.
 Sites should be of moderate size, more than one eighth section but sites do not need to be large. 
Dove and crow hunters and squirrel and rabbit hunters most preferred larger sites – those that are 
“at least 3 sections (1920 acres)” over those with “less than 1/8 section (80 acres).” However, 
there are less small game hunters than upland bird, turkey, waterfowl and big game hunters.
 Some locations could limit access to secure more lands in public access programs; 
however, crowding can be a concern. Reducing access days at a site from “unlimited days to 
hunt” to “2-6 designated days per month” impacted recruiters more than non-recruiters, i.e., 
non-recruiters did not care as much about a reduction in days. Increased travel time impacted 
non-recruiters more than recruiters. Recruiters are likely impacted more by crowding than non-
recruiters.
 Some sites may want to use a reservation system to avoid crowding concerns. Crowding was 
reported as a reason for a decline in hunting participation. A reservation system would impact 
deer hunters the least and older hunters the most.
 Site habitat quality to maintain target species populations should be a priority. This is especially 
true for upland birds. Species abundance was reported as a reason for a decline in hunting 
participation and was the most important site attribute for upland bird and turkey hunters.
 Focus on upland bird habitat and sites as this is the most popular species hunted on public access 
sites.  
Residents: 
 Sites in the Southeast, Platte River, Northwest, and Sandhills regions need to be maintained to
recruit and retain resident hunters. These sites need to include the preferred woodlands, rivers,
and wetlands habitats for upland birds, waterfowl, turkey, and whitetail deer.
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 To address the reported 23% decrease in hunting over the past three years on public access land
for residents, habitat quality/species abundance and crowding concerns need to be addressed.
Non-residents: 
 Maintain sites in the Southwest, Platte River, Southcentral, and Sandhills regions with cropland,
upland bird, and waterfowl habitat, as these were preferred by non-residents.
8.0 Conclusion 
Overall, the results revealed that it is a complex task to provide all aspects of respondents’ hunting 
experiences and preferences such as game species and hunting habitat types on public access lands. 
Management practices need to be more flexible to provide various hunting opportunities for a variety of 
hunting participants, including resident and non-residents, when integrating desired experiences and 
preferences into planning and management on public access land. For instance, to meet the preferences 
of more diverse groups of individual respondents rather than the average groups of respondents, 
provision of specific game species and habitat types preferred by hunters should be considered, 
prioritizing preferences. This approach would help diverse hunters continue to optimize the unique 
hunting opportunities to satisfy their recreational needs. 
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Appendix 1. Participants’ Comments about Hunting on Public Access Lands (e.g. WMAs, OFW, CRP-
MAP) in Nebraska 
Better Hunting Opportunities  
High Quality Wildlife Habitats Needed 
 Stop cutting down trees especially evergreens, stop destroying wildlife habitat in this state, they have
destroyed good habitat for nothing. You use to be able to go three miles from the house and have good
hunts and good fishing now they destroyed the habitat and drained the ponds. I don't no who is in charge
but they need to stop distroying habitate NOW if not sooner before they destroy more hunting areas and
the next generation won't have a good place to hunt.  I have hunted since I was ten years old. Please figure
it out because someone hasn't.
 Pheasant numbers in the southeast and south central continue to decline. It is difficult to keep young and
old alike interested in hunting them when so much effort yields so little reward. I know there are a variety
of factors contributing to the decline but I feel one of the largest problems is predators. The NGPC
acknowledges predation by skunks, raccoons, coyotes, but ignores birds of prey. I believe the NGPC and
Us Fish and Wildlife need to take immediate action to reduce hawk numbers and not just for pheasants
but other small game, as well. /   I propose a lottery system by which a determined number of hawks may
be taken - for a fee. This will bolster game species numbers and increase revenue to Game and Parks. It's
a win/win.
 The main problem is a real lack of Pheasants and quail. My son grandsons and myself dont expect or
realy care about limets but do want a decent chance to get a bird or two on most of our hunts. That has
not been the case for quit some time even on private land.
 I HAVE HUNTED WMAs FOR 25 YEARS AND HAVE FOUND IF THE HABITAT IS WELL
MANAGED MY PREFERED GAME (PHEASANTS/QUAIL) HAVE SUSTAINABLE NUMBERS
AND I KEEP RETURNING TO THESE PLACES. WEATHER AND HABITAT SEEM TO BE THE
BIGGEST FACTORS I HAVE OBSERVED OVER THE YEARS THAT HAS THE BIGGEST
IMPACT ON BIRD POPULATIONS. MY EXPERIENCE WITH OFW AND CRP-MAP SITES ARE
HIT IN MISS BUT I ALWAYS CHECK THEM OUT A COUPLE OF TIMES EACH SEASON. I ALSO
WOULD OFFER A SUGGESTION FOR THIS SURVEY. IT DOESN'T ASK IF YOU ARE A
LIFETIME PERMIT HOLDER WHICH I AM. THAT WOULD BE THE REASON I WOULDN'T
PURCHASE A PERMIT IN 2015. A LIFETIME PERMIT WAS ONE OF THE BEST GIFTS I HAVE
EVER RECEIVED IN MY LIFE.
 I have found most public lands to be over hunted. Too easily accessible to target shooters and hunters
with little respect for the site as demonstrated by the mess they or others leave behind. Most public lands
seam to be multi purpose/use. Would like to see more specific game/use areas available.
 Nebraska could do much more to attract the nonresident hunter dollars by improving habitat and enrolling
land owners in programs such as borders for wildlife.
 Accessing private land reduces the access for those that know the land owners. The reason I never moved
to a city is so that I could get off work and hunt. The LACK OF HABITAT is becoming worse by the
day. In my area the lack of control of farmers is totally a mess. Wet lands are being tiled as fast as they
can get the guys to show up and do it. Farmers are some how getting around the conservation offices
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because it is easier to tile some land without permission because there is NO repercussions for violating 
wetland laws. The conservation office employees look the other way because it is easier that way. 
 Acquire more land, manage the habitat better.
 Are the Game and Parks actively trying to upgrade habitat on these areas?  Both for nesting/bedding and
food/water sources?
 As urban population in the state increase, conservation efforts targeted towards maintaining quality
habitat for upland game will become more important. While the OFW program has opened up more
cropland access, it is unclear how these increased acres of public hunting ground will affect hunters. In
my personal opinion, the OFW program should target "huntable" private lands. For example, the state
leasing a cut corn field with no adjacent fence rows, timber, or grass lands make it difficult for one to
imagine what type of game might be harvested on that ground (other than perhaps waterfowl feeding on
corn, but location will still be critical). It may be important to target funds from the OFW program towards
properties that provide reasonable opportunities for public access hunters.
 Be nice to have Pheasant around like south Dakota. Better habitat.
 Besides encouraging for maintaining and increasing for more private lands, highly encourage if possible
in depth work on a consistent habitat plans, enhancing, improving any habitat such as more thermal cover
in the cpr fields to better the hunting opportunities!
 Better care of plant life which helps to attract many of the species I personally hunt (E.G. Pheasants,
Turkey) would help maintain populations of animals.
 Better quality habitat needed on many of these sites.
 biggest thing i see is overgrazing with cattle.  or having one site with only targeting one species.  For
instance all resources go into waterfowl production and the land around gets grazed to nothing.  the land
around the wetland could be prime upland habitat but it isn't.
 Bring improved Pheasant/Quail Habitat to Southeast Nebraska.  There seems to be plenty of CRP land
available, but the quality of the habitat on said land is not up to par.
 can provide  a lot of good hunting if the area is big enough and  rough and has a lot of good habitat    such
as timber and water.
 Concentrate on preserving and improving habitat rather the limiting access.  More habitat mean more
birds.
 Concerned about decreasing upland habitat.  I hunted pheasants and quail mostly in SE Nebraska.  The
pheasant numbers seemed better than last year but still very low.  Every trip out I see more and more tree
lines, native grasses being removed.  Thickets and tree lines being removed along minimum maintenance
roads disappoints me as there is minimal land gained for farming in these efforts.
 correct habitat is the issue for all species.
 Create enough habitat to support the game.  Ban the use of herbicides so the birds have cover and food.
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 Create public trophy managed/habitat improved whitetail areas and make lotto style drawings for the
areas. Set the new national standard for trophy  public managed deer.
 CRP , sandhill prarie, and Loess canyons are very important to me.
 CRP-MAP has been welcomed and we have had good success with pheasants.  With all the creeks and
streams Nebraska should really try to look into buffer strips and zones along these creeks and streams to
improve habitat.  I've only lived in Nebraska for 15 years and the habitat loss is almost unbelievable.
Having hunted for upland game for 30+ years in MN, IA and now NE I have seen all three states succumb
to the same changes in habitat and opportunities to hunt.
 Declining access habitat has "killed" pheasant hunting, my favorite sport.
 Declining habitat and a lack of state sponsored seeding has really caused the hunting experience to
diminish greatly over the past 20 years.
 Decreasing CRP type of hunting land is a real problem; now loss of waterways and marginal farmland
being tilled are eliminating upland habitat.
 Demand improved habitat. Quality of the experience is enhanced and good example to set, showing
habitat improvement.
 didn't have the right type of plants to hold doves also hard for my handicapped son to get around in.
 Disappearing habitat and places to hunt will probably cause me to quit hunting in Nebraska at the end of
the 2015 season.  This is rather unfortunate, since I have hunted in Nebraska for over 40 seasons and
would like to continue.
 Don't understand removal of trees from some of the wetland areas that also have dry lands.  The guide
books include dove hunting on these areas. No trees, no doves.
 Good cover but sometimes NO birds or too big to cover - the birds run around you.
 Habitat and access is necessary to enjoy a good hunting experience.
 Habitat is critically needed to maintain wildlife populations and healthy ecosystems. Commodity Crop
prices have been a driving force in the reduction of grassland habitat in the upper midwest in general in
recent years, and wildlife poplulations have consequentially been affected - the pheasant population
dynamics are multi-variable, but certainly adequate habitiat is one of the most important to maintain bird
numbers. This has been evident in the longer term as field tiling has drained low areas to allow cultivation
with loss of high quality habitat widespread in the upper midwest. This directly translates to hunter
interest and overall quality of experience in the field, with implicit economic impact to the state from this
destination based outdoor activity. Competing States for this group of ouatdoor enthusiast recognize the
"Habitiat Issue", quantity and density as well as quality should be foremost on the minds of the all state
conservations organizations and is on the mind of the individual hunter. Habitiat is Critical to the well-
being of the diversity of species in both plant and animal worlds, asthetics in general and certainly for the
upland game hunter experience. Thank you.
 Habitat is declining rapidly, lack of ponds in WPAs and an abundance of predators make for horrib
chances of harvest.
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 habitat is dwindling on public ground and to much traffic exists on a daily basis.
 Habitat is poor.   Game and parks is cutting trees on public ground and has greatly hurt the hunting in
areas such as Chester Island near Brady.
 Habitat is the key.  Nebraska needs to work with the federal government to increase upland game habitat
on the waterfowl production areas in the rain water basin. Most of these areas do not have sufficient water
for migratory birds to nest.  They should also not be leased out for grazing livestock.
 Habitat on public hunting grounds needs to be good to hold game; however, Nebraska's biggest detriment
to hunting quality on public access land is the absence of habitat on adjacent farmland and the planned
destruction of available habitat annually because of mowing and other controls on available public
properties such as ditches and right-of-ways--both by roads and railroads.  Until we make wiise use of
ditches, right-of-ways and fence.
 habitat, habitat, habitat        How about not mowing county ditches.   Use S.Dak as a template.   I was an
avid pheasant hunter since the early 60s but have hunted S.Dak. public lands for the last 8 years and been
very pleased.
 Have had success. If habitat looks good, will hunt there.
 Having public access to HEALTHY and DIVERSE habitats is important to me as a hunter.
 We do hunt pheasants on CRP ground. I wish the state of Nebraska treated pheasants and other game
birds as more of a commodity like South Dakota does. I feel that farmers do not leave adequate habitat
in their fields to enhance bird populations and this really hurts the number of birds available to hunt.
When farmers harvest in the fall, they take they don't leave any stubble or residue to provide cover and
habitat for pheasants or other upland game birds. I don't know what the state can do about this but clearly
it works in South Dakota.  I live in Omaha and the hunting pressure that we see in this end of the state
and the availability of quality hunting habitat is really lacking. We make a trip each year out to the
Imperial area to hunt pheasants (on private ground) because there just aren't quality areas to hunt in the
area. The areas on this end of the state that do have decent cover are over hunted so you are usually
wasting your time even trying to hunt them. I appreciate anything the state can do to help improve the
habitat and available hunting areas all over the state. Thanks for your hard work in this area.
 I appreciate public land access. I feel it is important the public access lands should have good habitat and
equally important should Not have excessive pressure resulting in diminished wildlife species OR loss of
habitat.
 I do not understand why the game commission is currently destroying some of the prime habitat on the
WMA's. I understand they are even planning on burning our all of the rabbits and other wildlife that is
unable to flee the fire. Some of this habitat has been excellent hunting for 40+ years. I hunt both private,
and public lands. The public lands have been the best for turkey reproduction, also making them excellent
spring turkey hunting areas. The private lands will be the best place to hunt until the public lands recover
from the game commissions attempt to get the Pheasant's Forever, and Wild Turkey Federation funds
spent. These two organizations should be absolutely ashamed of themselves. Purchasing land would be a
much better use of the money.
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Better Hunting Opportunities 
Information and Promotion Needed 
 The game and parks commission needs to promote hunting on private land and paying the feed bills on
all this game! The game commission hasn't taken care of the public land they already control and I have
seen much of it in complete disrepair.  The land owners of Nebraska should have compensation for these
hunters coming from outside areas and expecting to hunt for nothing. These liberals have taught the young
people that everything is free and this is not the case--- someone has to pay.
 Better access to maps of available ground, better listing of species available, online reservation of land,
better access to available ground and clear markings of ground available.
 Better boundry markings, location info on site, CRP map is extremely difficult to use.
 Better information about available land would be helpful.
 Better signage for access entry and boundaries.
 clearly mark the boundaries so they are idiot proof.....don't want a trespass issue. 
 Could use more area maps of crp.
 could use more signs.
 Despite publications and online information, access (where exactly to park and walk in) is difficult to
follow for a number of public hunting sites.  Impression is that adjacent landowners my be blocking road
access (i.e. respect signs posted by land owners, but question if they are authorized to do this).
 Do not sign up properties that contain Canada wild rye, it kills our dogs. Many state designated areas are
full of it, the state should post signs stating the field contains Canada wild rye, to warn uninformed hunters
with dogs.
 Don't know much about them or where they are located.  Assume they experience a lot of undesirable
hunting pressure.
 Getting information on where the hunting on public access lands are located would be nice. Just starting
to use the computer more but not very good on it yet. To go online to find these sites would be hard for
me. Maybe an email or newsletter that could be mailed out.
Controlled Hunting Needed and Safety Issues 
 Platte river need to be purchased by Nebraska and developed /accessable to Duck hunting at multiple
locations throughout Dawsen Lincoln and Keith, Garden County for public hunting, 1 segment per 2
miles of river. Lakes need controlled hunting for ducks and geese, Over hunted and territorial.  /  /
Pheasant and quail, habitat needs to be publically bought and provided in small segments 40 acres or less,
in muntiple locations near crop ground. multiple sites every 3 to 5 miles in rural enviroment. Tree claims
and wetlands need reestablished as well as water & food source for young birds.  Reduce the number of
preditors, raptors and coyotes. Game and Parks needs to spend more of its money on the bird species and
big game, Commissioners are not representing their hertitage, promoting their pet projects.  Nebraska has
very little public property for use compaired to other states. Have more sites of small acrerage instead of
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a few sites of large acreage for waterfowl and upland game. Land purchased for the republican river 
project south of North Platte should become a refuge for native grassland/animals/buffalo and birds with 
water holes. Create a State owned Elk refuge in box elder canyon. as well in the Pine Ridge, Chadron 
state park area to preserve species. Reestablish a buffalo herd near the Buffalo Bill Ranch, with long 
range rifle competition 600 - 1000 yrds. on the fields north of the ranch. 
 Felt unsafe during pheasant hunt with multiple hunting parties on wma. I cannot imagine going deer
hunting on wma not knowing where others are.
 Fire danger caused by dry unmaintained grass and vegetation in designated parking areas discourages me
from using those areas.  I am concerned that the hot exhaust system on my parked vehicle will ignite the
tall dry grass.
 Believe it would be good if the hunting pressure was not as heavy as it is. I believe that there should be a
size limit on some of the bucks taken out of the area to allow for better management practices.
 Concerned about the number of people hunting-safety. How others will take care of the land.  Up keep of
the land and crops (food) available. Time to get to hunting spot.
 Concerned for safety-used to hunting private land back in WI.
 I don't feel comfortable hunting deer on public land.  Safety is a concern for me. / Public land is perfect
for upland bird and water fowl hunting, though.
Reservation System Needed 
 A place we can all hunt. I like the reservation system so the good spots are't over hunted.
 A sign in sheet on the land so hunters can know if a specific field has been hunted already.
 After I read your different scenarios it put me in the mind of hunting in Illinois. My wife is from there
and those seasons are so ridiculously confusing. I think a few areas would be fine for reservation hunting
but please don't pick any in the south central area.   For duck hunters trying to hunt weather fronts trying
to time a reservation would be near impossible. A reservation goose and duck hunt area on the Platte
close to GRand Island would be great to have! Something similar to Clear Creek.
 As a non-resident I would love to see a lottery system for deer.  Currently I submit my application and
either draw or don't.  It's kind of hard as a non-resident to plan appropriately if I have no clue on if I will
draw. There's no rhyme or reason to the process...I've put in a few times unsuccessfully while my buddy
gets drawn.  Am I missing something?  I've stopped applying because I can rely on other states lottery
systems and be able to plan each year.
 At the moment I am lucky enough to have private land to hunt. I think it is important that there are public
lands to hunt. I think there should be a reservation system though, otherwise I could show up to hunt, the
place is taken, and I have no where else to go. What do I do then. You also need to do whatever you can
to get CRP program back going again. This program is so important to our wildlife.
 Create a stamp program to purchase more QUALITY public hunting lands.  Lack of good access with a
reasonable chance to harvest targeted species with eventually drive participation numbers down
significantly.
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No Need for Reservation System (i.e., no need to limit access) 
 It seems like you are getting into the reservation department !  Don't like that approach - just pay
landowners and make sure the habitat is very good.
 Older hunters find that the time spent a field with their bird dogs is most important. If NGPC goes into a
reservation or limited access system I will not bother to hunt Public Access Program land. Hunters are
tired of the ever increasing rules and regulations regarding hunting. By going to this system you will
discourage not only older hunters but possible new hunters will look elsewhere for outdoor activities. /  /
REMEMBER HAVING THE OPPORTUNITY TO JUST BE OUT THERE IS THE IMPORTANT
THING. GETTING A BAG LIMIT IS A BONUS.
 Access to public grounds should not be limited.
 Appreciate the opportunity. / The more "regulated" it becomes, (i.e. reservations, date restrictions, etc.)
the less I would use it. I hardly fish anymore due to the complexity of fishing regulations.
 As you can see, I am not interested in making reservations to hunt.
 Do not like idea of making reservations. People in my profession don't have the luxury of making a
schedule ahead of time. I only know my schedule a few days in advance and as such it would be very
hard to get a reservation in the time I would have a day off. It would therefore deter me from visiting the
state for hunting purposes.
 Do not limit access. Open more lands and allow greater use of archery as a tool in high population centers.
 Do Not Limit Any Access to Public Land for Hunting.......... I pay tTens of Thousands of Dollars in 
Property Taxes (Both Business and Personal) to the State of Nebraska.  I pay thousands of dollars to local 
communities enjoying my sport and access to public ground.  I pay thousands of dollars supporting 
organizations that assist the NE G&P aquire easements and access to private ground and public ground. 
This is all of our Ground to Utilitize...........   Not just a select few for whatever reason..............   I will 
personally fund a Lawsuit to collectively open backup any public ground you restrict.  I will personnaly 
advocate suing anyone whom tries to allocate individual access to public ground..  I will attack... attack... 
attack.. this idea. 
 do not need to shorten days allowed. Maybe a longer deer season would reduce hunting pressure  and
spread it out.
 Do not over manage. Let the hunter enjoy the experience without a lot of fuss, such as advance
reservations.
 Do not place OUR public lands in a limited capacity. We want more hunters in the field and limiting
access is the wrong thing to do.
 Don't restrict it by setting "certain days" or limiting the number of hunts. Continue to expand the programs
and give more locations to hunt.
 Get there early or you won't be hunting there that day. / I am also against making reservations because I
have / an unpredictable work schedule, so I go hunt when I am / able to. Making reservations many days
in advance could / potentially kill my deer hunting career.
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 have enjoyed the public access program in Nebraska.  Many of our trips to hunt are more spur of the 
moment when schedules allow a quick trip out to look for some birds - that is why the no reservation 
options appeal to me.  Have enjoyed some hunts on WMA's too and am in the planning stage for an 
archery turkey hunt in the next week  or two. 
 
 Hello,  I am not supportive of a reservation system.  Thank you. 
 
 I don't believe it should be limited to a few days to hunt or a certain amount of days per month open to 
hunting. In my opinion it should be open to hunting just like everything else is. You're average Joe hunter 
is losing places to hunt more and more everyday. I believe this program should be set to accommodate 
the people who don't have money lease ground or have any ground to hunt. Keep up the good work on 
this! It is a good thing you guys are doing! 
 
 I don't care much for reservations. Younger people just go hunting. 
 
 I do not support limiting access to public lands at all it will only make it harder for people to hunt. 
 
 i don't really like reservations to hunt on any land, just permission !  I like to stay away from crowds 
when the bullets start flying. If it is pheasant, quail, or rabbit hunting, public access is okay, because the 
season is longer,and not rushed into one week like deer hunting. /   we still reserve out hunt on relatives 
land, incase others asked first. but, statewide you have thousands of people wanting to do the same thing 
in one week. 
 
Regulations Needed (e.g., no grazing) 
 
 Do not allow grazing on crp land. Enforce regulations. 
 
 Do not allow grazing on public lands until the nesting season is over, then only allow very limited grazing 
to preserve prairie lands.  Grazing down to the dirt benefits no one except the rancher and destroys hunting 
habitat. 
 
 Don't let cattle graze on habitat. 
 
 Don't let cattle graze on it. 
 
 Don't let the cows in the marshes. 
 Grazing should not be allowed until all seasons are over. I would continue releasing pheasants but would 
target more areas and I would not publish which areas they were released. This would prevent overloading 
of one particular WMA with hunters and would force them to actually HUNT. 
 
Dissatisfaction with Land Management (Public/Private) 
 
 Compared to the states bordering Nebraska, I am disappointed in how our public land is managed. 
 
 CRP lands are a joke bad habitat. 
 
 don't hunt them as they usually are over hunted. 
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 Biggest problem is all our money is going to the eastern part of the state and the permit prices are getting 
to high, non resident prices should jump before ours. 
 
 Clean up trash. Fine the scum bags who destroy the property. 
 
Satisfaction with NGPC Program 
 
 I have been more than satisfied w/ hunting opportunities in the state of Nebraska on public access.  There 
are very diverse areas available w/ multiple game species.  I appreciate what the NGPC does for the 
hunters of Nebraska. 
 
 I have enjoyed hunting in Nebraska every time I have been due to low numbers of hunters in the field 
during archery season. 
 
 I have enjoyed hunting on them. 
 
 I have had the pleasure of Hunting Nebraska for the past 7 years and found that property that is in rural 
areas seemed to hold good populations of game also I have not tried to hunt Waterfowl on public land 
but in the future I will. 
 
 I like your program and hope to see it expand. 
 
 I have hunted deer on private land my whole life, which I am very thankful for.  when I hav to pay to 
hunt I will not hunt any longer. 
 
 Absolutely enjoyed my first hunt in the great Nebraska cornfields. 
 
 Appreciate all your efforts to make properties available for hunting - whether big game or small 
game/upland birds/waterfowl.  I am limited to just a few days per year to hunt NE out-of-state so would 
not expect your work to favor my sutrvey results as I am NOT a huge user of these public areas unless 
the private lands I normally hunt have been hunted hard or farming pracitices have changed and numbers 
of game species has changed (declined!)... 
 
 Enjoy it but need to expand. 
 
 Enjoy the experience  of hunting public lands.  This year hunted eastern NE. 
 
 Enjoy the hunting opportunities the public access lands provide. 
 
 Enjoy these areas.  Please no haying on crp or map areas. 
 
 Enjoyed the prarie dog hunting.  Would like to hunt antelope or elk in Nebraska. 
 
 Excellent program. Just keep up he good habitat and increase the walk-in sites. 
 
 As a nonresident I appreciate the public access on private lands in Nebraska.  I hunt the western side of 
the state and I am amazed at the limited number of hunters I see in the field, especially after opening 
days.  I have hunted pheasant, turkey, dove and deer in Nebraska with a great deal of success and all on 
public lands.  In Colorado, we have  reservation systems on some lands along the S. Platte and I believe 
for the waterfowl hunters that it is a good program.  For upland bird hunters however, it creates an under 
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utilized resource given the movement of birds and the method of hunting (with or without dogs and single 
or multiple hunters).  In Nebraska I have hunted with my dog in fields after a several hunters have moved 
through unsuccessfully and have been able to  kick up birds.  I am sure your survey is trying to address 
the conditions across the state from more heavily populated eastern side to the less densely populated 
west.  Several of the question groups seems to  indicate the more populated eastern use areas.  / Kudos to 
the NGPC from a grateful hunter. 
 Beautiful habitat at Santee boat landing with an awesome shielded boat landing.
 Best experience was when we ran into a wildlife biologist who could share better grouse hunting locations
with us. Really appreciated his advice!
 Coming from southwest nebraska, I have seen several areas I grew up hunting as private property opened
up to public as OFW land. With pheasant populations reported as highest in the area, pressure was intense
and all 3 areas went from great habitat with an abundance of birds to great habitat with very little game
due to over hunting the areas, all three within half a season. I feel like we need to do something to decrease
hunting pressure on non-migratory game on public land, but a I'm worried by this survey that limiting
access seems to be the method of doing that. A better approach to decreasing pressure on current public
hunting ground is to continue to find ways to increase lands open to public hunting. I applaud the game
and parks for their work with the OFW and small grain stubble management programs, and hope to see
more programs like this as a way to improve our opportunities. Limiting access to already public hunting
is going to further restrict hunting opportunities, and drive down hunter numbers.
 CRP-Map is the single best private lands access program in the country.  Best habitat.  Just need more
acres.
 I also hunt N West, and N Central Kansas. They offer much more public access! However Nebraska
seems to generally have better numbers of upland birds. This has been my observation.
 Very well marked on maps and when driving by was easy to recognize signs. Plenty of areas to choose
from within a 1-2 hr drive area.
 I have hunted waterfowl by Ogallla for the last 3 years and find the public access and the hunting to be
excellent.
 I have hunted crescent lake public land area and I think walk-in access only is a great idea. I have been
very successful in this area and seen plenty of game also.
 Access is good withing area that we hunt but target species and abundance tends to be poor leading to a
lack of desire to utilize public access lands.
 Access is good. Need more quality acreage to hunt.
 Game wardens in the area are excellent and do a great job handling situations.
 Generally it was a good experience. 2014 was the first year I hunted it.
 Great program.
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 I am new to Nebraska.  I am very impressed with your efforts to promote hunting and fishing.  I use your
web site all the time.  I like the blogs.  I also enjoy the shooting ranges and the indoor education center
in Lincoln.
 I appreciate the opportunity to hunt public access lands.  All hunters need to be reminded of their
responsibility to leave the land in the same or better condition than when they arrived.  We live next to
1/2 section of public access land and most hunters are respectful and do not litter, however they often
forget (or may not see) the signs that say to stay 200 yards from buildings and homes.  Since we border
the road this means that hunters have to move fruther into the public land, this is important to us because
of children, pets and horses.
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Appendix 2. Participants’ Experience with the NGPC Public Access Program for Hunting (e.g. WMAs, 
OFW, CRP-MAP) 
Overall Positive Experience 
 Great Time, saw thousands of ducks and goose. Your limits were good.  No other hunters around us.
Coming back this year (2015) bringing 9 other people with me.
 All have been good.
 Good for 99% of the time. Once in a while you run across some that should not be out there but you have
them everywhere.
 The times i have used it when pheasant was more plentyful, I had good experiences, and a lot of fun. but
it has been many years that i haven't been pheasant hunting!
 it's a good program.
 Very good experiences as far as access and the books with maps is a great help also. The only downside
is that there aren't any near Omaha.
 Actually, I've had pretty good experiences on public access areas in southwestern Nebraska and the
Sandhills.  Relatively low hunter density and a surprising number of birds, although it's certainly true that
those birds are often extremely well educated.  This year, I will start knocking on doors for access.
 All my time hunting in Nebraska has been good.
 All very great experiences.
 All positive so far. Please don't mess it up.
 Always a pleasant experience.
 Always a good time even if no birds are seen.
 Always a great time.  People in local towns are friendly.
 Always have a chance to harvest animals.
 Any time that I have hunted public land it was a good hunt with very few other hunters and those that I
had contact with were nice people.
 been a good experience  glad glad we have those resources.
 Been good.  Just need more opportunities (land).
 Current Program is excellent.    Need to increase funding per acre for CRP Ground and Raparian Access.
 Despite not having much luck with actually hunting, it's always been pleasurable to spend a day walking
new fields and woods with my top bro.
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 Duck hunting is good.  that is all i have hunted for on public grounds.  it can be crowded at times, but that 
means that other people are enjoying what this great state does offer, just as i do and have no problem 
with that. 
 
 Easy to find- well marked. Few other hunters and little game. 
 
 easy use of maps, very detailed. 
 
 Enjoyable. 
 
 Even though numbers are down and I don't always get to shoot or harvest game, I always enjoy getting 
out, especially on the public land as I don't have a lot of private land opportunities. 
 
 Excellent. 
 
 Excellent compared to 90 percent of all iowa areas. 
 
 Excellent!  I don't expect to get my limit of target species everytime I hunt and I don't expect to be the 
only person hunting.  I expect the opportunity to gain access to a great time spent outdoors in a variety of 
places throughout Nebraska when it is convenient for me. 
 
 Experience has been very good. Plenty of opportunities to see game and bag a few. 
 
 Fair. 
 
 Favorable. 
 
 For years now I've hunted the Rakes WMA.  It was always handy for a quick Sunday afternoon of hunting.  
The hunting traffic was low, the food plots looked good and I could always find a covey or two and even 
a pheasant on a good day. The last several years, however, there has been a sharp decline.  Food plots are 
not well cared for and sighting game of any kind is a rarity. I'm a little old fashioned and I don't like 
crowds, I don't need to limit out but if there's game and I get a shot or two, I'll put up with crowds. 
Limiting access to only a few hunters will solve your problem but it will cause some hunters to go to the 
private "pay for game" hunting preserves.  The rest of us will go to South Dakota or hang up our shotguns. 
You have the land, now you need a way to populate it with game.  You have solve the problem with fish.  
I can go to the city pond in downtown Papillion and catch trout but I can't find a pheasant at Rakes. 
Personally, I'd rather prep for a colonoscopy than shoot a pen raised pheasant, but my grandsons don't 
make that differentiation.  And if I can't get them interested in hunting now, they won't be hunters twenty 
years from now. 
 
 Generally good. 
 
 Generally good experiences when not hunting on the weekend. 
 
 Generally good.  However, on more than a handful of occasions overcrowding has lead to unsafe 
conditions forcing me to pack up and leave. 
 
 Generally has been a good experience but have seen limited target game during these hunts. 
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 Good.
 Good Crowded.
 Good but need much more quality areas.
 Good areas and habitat without much or many game birds.
 Good but other hunter walking around spooking the game.
 Good enough ground but no birds. (pheasants).
 good except overhunted due to lack of local lands.
 Good experiences.
 Good for early season, but overhunted in general.
 Good program.
 Good program at certain times the grounds can be crowded and dangerous.
 good program to hunt areas in the state without having to pay or lease ground.
 Great.
 Great access opportunities, great habitat at many of the locations, horrible bird populations.
 Great concept but need to improve wetlands.
 Great opportunity, No hassle.
 Had good experience hunting.
 Have been pleased with services.
 Hunted ducks and geese at Santee on Missouri river, most of time there is a place to hunt without being
crowded with to many hunters.
 Hunting is challenging and satisfying.  We look forward to working on dogs on the private grasslands
and don't require daily limits to visit NE.  Like variety of lands with an opportunity to expose our dogs
to upland birds.  Have been hunting NE since 1977.
 I am pretty satisfied.  I know hunting is tough at times but glad to have a place to go whenever i have the
time and don't have to plan it or pay extra fees over the existing licensing.
 I do feel that the QUALITY of the sites where I've hunted for squirrel and deer are very good, but
particularly during deer seasons, there is too much hunter congestion.  I would be in favor of a dual system
for sites: most sites unlimited access but for some very high quality sites a limited access via registration,
where hunters must enter their hunt permit number to reserve a site for up to three days, and be given a
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choice among available days and locations (one hunter not allowed to reserve the same site multiple times 
in a year for the same species).  I think this might work very well for large game (deer and turkey) but 
maybe not for squirrel or rabbit. /  / I think if a hunter could count on a site having been hunted very little, 
and had the assurance that it was a high quality site, then he/she might be more likely to commit to travel 
to that site to hunt and to schedule a few days to do that. 
 
 I enjoy hunting those areas even if I don't get anything.  I just find it relaxing to get away and I especially 
enjoy the more remote areas. 
 
 I enjoy using public ground and at my age I am not concerned as much about getting game but enjoy 
more just getting out. 
 
 i enjoy the opportunity to have land to hunt. 
 
 I fully support these programs, and a fair amount of my predator hunting at night is done on them. I would 
only want to see the perpetuation of these programs. 
 
 I greatly appreciate the walk in property program that has been established. Wish that there were more 
properties closer to the Omaha metro area. 
 
 I have always enjoyed and have had great success on all public access hunts. 
 
 I have been hunting these types of properties for years, both as a resident and non-resident. Those hunts 
have been mostly confined to the Northeast part of the state. I have been happy with my level of success, 
although I rarely limit out. I like the access to sites, the online mapping tools to find areas, I just wish 
there were more sites available that were open to the public. 
 
 I have been very pleased with access points I have visited over the years with plenty of game and 
opportunities. 
 
 i have enjoyed my time in the woods hunting deer on these properties and have enjoyed much success. 
 
 I HAVE HAD FAIR SUCCESS HUNTING ON NGPC PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM LANDS. I AM 
THANKFUL THAT THERE ARE SUCH PROGRAMS AVAILABLE TO HUNTERS. KEEP UP THE 
GOOD WORK. ALSO, I HAVE FOUND THAT ASKING PERMISSION TO HUNT ON PRIVATE 
LAND IS GIVEN A GOOD PORTION OF THE TIME. I AM VERY IMPRESSED WITH THE 
PEOPLE IN NEBRASKA. MOST ARE FRIENDLY AND HELPFUL. 
 
 I have had great experiences. Even if I do not harvest a game animal, I just enjoy the time and place. 
 
 I have had no problems.  You just must expect someone to ocassionaly come walking by your stand.  On 
the bright side they may even push something toward you.  It helps to walk  in as far as you can. 
 
 I have had success this past season on doves, ducks, geese, pheasants, quail, and prairie chickens, all on 
NGPC public access program land. I have hunted in areas where more and more upland game hunting 
has became available through these programs, and the hunting in each area gets better as more land 
becomes available to hunt, most likely due to hunting pressure being spread out to more areas, decreasing 
the pressure at an individual spot. 
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 I have had successful hunts and unsuccessful. I have pulled up to an area and realized someone else was 
there. If it was a large piece of ground and I could guess where they most likely were I may hunt another 
part of the ground. If not, I would go elsewhere, respecting that they were using the ground first. Although 
you are never guaranteed to be alone on public ground, the freedom and convenience of having "anytime 
access" to public land is the most significant advantage to the current Public Access Program. I have had 
a positive experience overall hunting on public access ground and hope my children can enjoy hunting 
on public access in the future. 
 
 I have hunted Public ground with good luck.  I like how the NGPC have managed our public grounds. 
 
 I hunt exclusively on public access lands. Since my time is quite limited I generally focus on lands that 
are within a 2 hour drive of my home. Overall I would rate public access hunting in NE as quite good. 
There are abundant opportunities for the upland hunter to harvest pheasant, quail, grouse, waterfowl, and 
turkeys. I generally see a variety of game on each outing, although my shooting does not alwyas put 
something in the game bag. For me, the experience is about getting out into nature and not filling the 
game bag every time. Of course, continued targeted investment in public access programs such OFW will 
preserve these opportunities for future generations. 
 
 I like it; great opportunities. 
 
 I love the program and want to thank the landowners that open their land up to hunters. 
 
 I much appreciate these programs and hope more public land is made available in the future. 
 
 It is nice to have some places to hunt and enjoy the outdoors. 
 
 It is overall a great experience and I enjoy the land very much.  A+ experience. 
 
 It was a blast I was hunting turkeys and I found a flock of about 150 the one I shot dressed out at about 
35lbs. 
 
 Its been good for the most part    had to pick up litter a few times. 
 
 It's getting better! 
 
 Last year hunting Nebraska was awesome coming back from CO again this season. 
 
 My experience has been very favorable on OFW property (approximately 1 section). I've never 
encountered other hunters during my hunts.  I've almost always encountered game except following the 
general rifle deer season. 
 
 My experience hunting NGPC Public Access Program Lands has been very positive. I have hunted many 
states on "walk in" style hunting properties.  Many similarities exist between the various states and the 
way they run their programs but in all cases some properties that are signed up are excellent and others 
are mediocre to poor. I realize it is not easy or feasible to only sign up good property every year. As with 
every where I hunt a person can find at least a few good to excellent fields to hunt if they know what to 
look for.  Last season we targeted crop stubble late in the year for pheasants and did better than when 
hunting CRP. The stripped wheat or waist high grass next to woody cover proved to be the key for our 
success and I would like to see more of that in the future. 
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 My experience has been wonderful.  And the people who manage it even more wonderful.  A thoroughly 
entertaining experience. 
 
 My experiences have always been positive - would like to see more water access/farm ponds/pot holes 
around the Platte. 
 
 Nebraska has a good percentage of accessible land, it just needs to be helped along to maintain good 
game concentrations. 
 Nice experience. Easy access. 
 
 NGPC has did a good job of working with us to make things better. 
 Outstanding!! 
 
 Overall it has been good.  Good amounts of game and the hunting pressure was light the times that I was 
there. 
 
 overall satisfactory experience. 
 
 overall satisfying ample game with patience. 
 
 Overall the experiences are good with the occasional crowding during opening duck seasons.  I do feel 
that a hunt by reservation system would greatly improve the oportunities for people and it would help 
reduce the amount of conservation officer checks due to the fact that he'd be able to keep better track of 
who was hunting where. 
 
 Provided me with a lot of opportunities to hunt. Great program. 
 
 The hunting on WMAs and WPAs was fair to good this year. The hunting of marshbirds (rails and snipe) 
was good. Most of the pheasants I harvested in 2014 came from WMAs and WPAs, If it were not for 
these grounds, hunting would have been poor. The opportunity to hunt pheasants on private land has 
almost been eliminated in the area I live because of the monoculture agriculture of corn or soybeans. 
 
 The overall has been good , the population and ground cover has been down for pheasants but on the way 
back up . More cover more birds . I have had a couple of issues on opening day of being in my truck at 
the field entrance and guy showing up 30 min before sunrise right next to me and trying to run into the 
field ahead of me . Just rude people with no etiquette. 
 
 The places I have gone, they seem to be well marked and good to walk about. 
 
 The program is well run. 
 
 Very beautiful land. 
 
 Very enjoyable. 
 
 Very enjoyable. Good cover. 
 
 Very good access. 
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 Very good areas to hunt, takes some scouting to find good areas. 
 
 Very good hunting and fun, but long drives to get to quality deer and turkey locations 2 hour + drive, 
would love to have larger good habitat closer to home. 
 
 Very good overall. Can be a little too busy at peak season. 
 
 Very Good! 
 
 Very good. A bit too crowded particularly at the season opening. 
 
 Very happy you do what you do- wonderful exploring opportunities! 
 
 Very satisfied. 
 
 Very Positive.   Excellent work. 
 
 Was good in Southeast, now bad for pheasants. 
 
 Was very good, but high corn prices changed that. 
 
 We hunted grass in the morning and end of the day. They were full sections. It was beautiful at sun rise 
and sun set. We always got into the birds and there was plenty of room for the dogs to work. 
 
 Well maintained & positive. 
 
 We've been able to take many different kinds of game and enjoy a lot of great hunting experiences using 
CRP-MAP areas in Holt county. Very grateful those areas have been available for us to hunt. 
 
 When my son returned from Iraq we went on two NGPC units near Chadron; one east of Chadron, the 
other south of Chadron.  He saw a group of elk with two bulls fighting which is a great memory for him, 
especially after some horrible experiences in Iraq.  Two days later he scored a young buck on a NGPC 
unit south of Chadron.  Neither of us have hunted since.  In fact, I did not intend to shoot any deer on that 
hunt; I went only to take him out.  When he scored, the hunt was over.  I go out occasionally to target 
shoot but not every year. 
 
 When we've found ground, it has been good. 
 
 Wonderful habitat.  Lots of game.  Nebraskans don't know the gem they have. 
 
 Yes I have a few comments. First, I think the NGPC program is great because it has allowed me to access 
game on private land without having to register. I can get in my truck, grab a NGPC map and go hunting 
with my dog.  I would really like to see more NGPC land made available in various high quality habitats. 
having more options on high quality land would greatly increase the quality of my experience. I have had 
a few disappointing experiences when hunting NGPC land - I have pulled up to NGPC parcels only to 
see the land owner had cut the crop or grass down to where there was no cover left for birds, or had fenced 
the land and were actively grazing large numbers of cattle on a harvested crop. After driving several hours 
and investing a lot of money into a hunt, this is highly discouraging. Thanks for considering my 
comments. 
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Abundant Species 
 
 Good numbers of antelopes. Easy access. 
 
 There is an abundance of it in western Nebraska. Sometimes the hunting pressure can be heavy, but 
persistence can pay off. 
 
Reservation System Needed 
 
 5-10 years ago the majority of land I hunted were NGPC Public Access areas.  I had a dog and little 
family activities to attend.  My work schedule allowed me to hunt during the week when there was little 
to no other hunters.  I wasn't concerned or bothered if I didn't bag game (or even see much).  My biggest 
concern/thought when I hunt public land is other hunters/traffic.  Now that my work and family schedule 
has changed, I am able to hunt less and must do so more on weekends.  For that reason, I may not go out 
as much.  I guess my biggest concern would be competing with other hunters (this is especially true when 
it comes to waterfowl).  If I know I wouldn't have to do that, I definitively would hunt more.  I don't know 
if reserving a spot is the answer but it might help.  You would just have to plan further ahead and hope 
that no one else had already reserved the spot.    
 
Reservation System Not in Needed 
 
 Do we really want to be like Colorado???  Limit hunting opportunities for Nebraska hunters?   /  / I would 
rather like to see my tax dollars spent to influence better agronomy/farming practices to be co-beneficial 
with wildlife and wildlife habitat.  For instance, laws that force Ag/farming ground to maintain "X" 
amount of uncultivated grass land per 1/4 mile.  Farmers in my area, leave little to no habitat for pheasant 
or quail to survive.  They irrigate from road ditch to road ditch, shred almost all grasslands (besides 
pastures) around their crops, and spray darn near everything inside their property lines.  You can spend 
tax dollars to try and lease little sections of land here and there throughout the State, but bird numbers 
will be concentrated to the little habitat you lease.  Hunters will wipe out these concentrated bird 
populations in a few years unless you limit the hunting opportunities on these lease grounds.  Limiting 
hunting opportunities is just a silly idea to begin with, given the number of hunters this mostly rural state 
has.  Our pheasant population needs to be spread out, not concentrated in small groups every other 20-50 
miles.  I vote to decrease spending on the Public Access Program or find a more self sustaining model 
that will not require continued cash flows from the State and also will not limit a hunter's opportunities 
to hunt only a certain number of days.  I own farm ground and have maintained a roughly 5 pheasant 
population for 3 years on 160 acres.  I don't shred my ditches, I leave roughly 3 yards of grassland on the 
inside of my ditches, and I spray only my crop.   These are wild pheasants that I don't do anything else 
for, except leave them a little cover to hide in.  I know... It's a CRAZY idea, but it works.  If the State of 
Nebraska could average 10 pheasants per square mile again, the State wouldn't have to spend money on 
public access grounds for pheasants!  I wouldn't pay us farmers to do this either, we get enough handouts 
the way it is.   
 
Overall Negative Experience 
 
 too much pressure, poor quality, tough access for old and disabled. 
 
 the area I hunted, the amount of and quality of game has declined. I would like to see some sort of point 
restriction on mule deer in some areas. maybe with a preferance point system for that given area. 
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 Mostly good but hunting pressure is a bit much and can get dangerous rifle hunting especially with a 
youth hunter along side of you. 
 
 Pretty easy to find the land. But the birds would be a different story. 
 
 somewhat disappointing 
 
Poor Habitat 
 
 All areas could use more habitat and less mowing or grazing. 
 
 I is spotty. Many farmers have taken to leaving no suitable habitat. Plus removed, mowed, or sprayed 
ditches and county roadway habitat corradors. Upland birds are fewer and isolated by lack of habitats for 
moving from one area to the next. 
 
 like better habitat- grasses and cover for small game birds. 
 
 Some lands are good and others are barren of wildlife it would seem. Getting out of the house is good. 
Some of the areas are over hunted and group hunted causing safety concerns. 
 
 A friend and I spent a couple of days in South Eastern Nebraska attempting to hunt Pheasant. What we 
found was largely CRP ground that had little to no cover due to (we assume) cattle being allowed to 
graze. I will give you credit that the new CRP maps that have road numbers is so much easier to use than 
having to count the number of roads before you have to turn. 
 
 Their habitat has steadily declined over the past 12 years. The quality of hunting in this state is very poor. 
I teach hunter safety and have many kids/parents ask where they can find public lands with game - saddens 
me to tell them there are so few. Private areas hold pheasant/quail/grouse on good habitat - they get it 
why not you 'experts'? 
 
 Been hunting it for 14 years. Habitat has declined the last few. 
 
 For over 30 years it was the best in the US! I have hunted pheasants and quail in Nebraska as a nonresident 
since 1976 and loved it.  Habitat quantity and quality have decreased to the point that I won't be back. It's 
very sad. But thanks to Nebraska for a lot of good hunting memories. 
 
 For the most part, the public access program has been good, without it there would be absolutely no place 
to hunt in Nebraska.  Most sites are well taken care of (especially the WMA's), however, most CRP sites 
do not have adequate cover or habitat.  Many of the sites are mostly bare, wide-open crop land.  Over all, 
it has been a very discouraging and a waste of time driving from site to site only to find barely adequate 
habitat and in some cases, sites that do not seem like they should qualify for CRP standing. 
 
 For the past several years I have been very disappointed in the condition of the properties that the Game 
and Parks Commission has brought into the public access program. I have spent more time and money 
then I'd like to think about driving to areas only to find they were severely overgrazed with absolutely no 
cover to hunt. No self-respecting wildlife would be caught dead in some of these areas! I hunt public 
walk-in properties in North Dakota and South Dakota and Nebraska Game and Parks Commission should 
be totally embarrassed with some of the properties that they lease up for this program. A greater effort 
should be made to locate quality areas instead of going for quantity areas. At the very least the 
Commission should put stipulations on the properties that they lease so that the landowner cannot abuse 
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the property and still get paid for allowing hunters to walk into these areas. I would rather drive farther 
knowing that there was going to be quality habitat available to hunt then go only to find a field that is 
totally overgrazed with no chance of finding any game. If hunters and sportsman are paying for this 
program they deserve more! 
 
 Grazing cattle during turkey seasons has ruined several hunts. I do appreciate the release of pheasants 
until the wild population comes back. 
 
 Habitat needs to be improved and not mowed or hayed or shelter belts destroyed. 
 
 It has been ok to date.  Could be better if there was more food and cover for quail.  What predominantly 
is cultivated by NGPC is good for pheasant, but too thick for quail.  Why not plant more milo for food 
strips?  Years ago we had milo all over, and pheasant AND quail all over.  Now, we have dwindling 
numbers.  Except on the private land I hunt that still rotates in milo.  Turkey's are getting thicker and 
running out pheasant and quail. 
 
 Originally I really liked the program and hunted some nice ground, the areas quality seemed to diminsh 
over time. 
 
 Turkey hunting is fairly good on public land along river.   NGPC has hurt areas by clear cutting trees and 
piling them up.  Please stop. 
 
 very little game seen due to poor habitat.  Farmers have destroyed tree lines and cover to squeeze every 
space for crops, leaving little to no cover for game. 
 
 very little upland bird population due to unsuitable habitat for pheasants and quail. 
 
 Very little places to access for hunting near my location with poor habitat to support the nesting of upland 
game,very few places to hunt big game and limited access from land owners.  May spend all day walking 
and get up one rooster or a covey of quail and wonder if I should shoot or not because it maybe the only 
one in the area, have traveled some 3-4 hrs just to get to one location. 
 
 Very poor management with grasslands that used to hold pheasants being used as grazing for cattle. Find 
most pheasant on private ground that is left alone for natural habitat. We don't have the amount of ducks 
and geese that would require such judical grass management. Most stay in the usmarc ponds and never 
make it out of there. Need to start supporting more species. 
 
 We need a state level program to increase habitat quantity/quality.  The loss of CRP acres over the past 
few years has significantly decreased the quality of our hunting experience to the point that for the first 
time in 15 years my family is considering not returning to Nebraska for our annual hunting trip (5 
individuals or more for 5-7 days). 
 
Poor Access/Lack of Access 
 
 Over-hunting in some instances because people have no other location to access. 
 
 too much competition not enough sites. 
 
88 
 20 years ago it was great and has gone down since then.  10 years ago it was over hunted by commercial
hunting guides.  Now there are so few areas and birds left it makes it hard to shell out the amount of
money every year to come to Nebraska to hunt.  I grew up in Nebraska and hunting is part of my heritage.
 A lot of walking. ...Getting to old to walk that far...
 A few of our favorite spots are walk in mangagement areas - there are however insuffienct numbers of
the same in the region of NE Nebraska where we have traditionally hunted - severe pressure on these few
spots.  thank you for the opportunity to offer an individual hunter's perspective.
 Although I have hunted private land for decades, its availability is decreasing each year (at least the non-
fee property) and the only other option is Pubic Access Program land.  I have shot several deer on Public
land in the last decade.  I am glad my son took a job in NV: great access public lands and no state income
tax.
 Appreciate the access but have many times passed over areas as looking unworthy of a trek.
 As a kid growing up in Northeast Nebraska, it was never an issue finding a pheasant.  Now I don't want
to shoot one because they have been so rare.  CRP ground seems to have greatly diminished in the last
15 years, or at least productive ground, and private grounds are getting leased up to the point where long-
time friendship don't even grant access anymore.  I would like to see a push to create more productive
CRP ground and access to that ground in the eastern part of the state.
 Been hunting some public access land for many years.  Would be most helpful if neighboring private
lands provided more habitat for nesting and winter forage.
 CRP land disappearing.
 Currently hunt on limited family land but wish there was more access to public lands in order to mentor
the next generation of hunters, especially waterfowl hunters.
 Enjoy all Nebraska has to offer, need to have more land for public access.
 Experiences have been good on public access lands.  Like to see more areas.  Haven't had too many issues
with over-crowding of hunters on the public land that I hunt.  More small river public land would be nice
in the south-central and southeast part of the state.
 For a beginner hunter the access to public land is essential. Not knowing many people with land in the
area, means I would not have access to hunting ground if not for public lands.
 generally poor in the last few years! Availability of walk-on CRP is poor. Oak Valley has been better the
last 2 years but hunting pressure is ridiculous................ 
 Good when I can find a spot close to home.
 I have enjoyed hunting the existing areas that are open to hunting. From what I have seen the areas are
well maintained by individuals that use them. I feel that if there was more accessibility it would better
enhance wildlife management as hunters would be more likely to do more scouting and have a better idea
before the season where they would most likely hunt.
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 My experience with the NGPC has been very limited due to the distance I would have to "drag" the 
harvested animal to my vehicle. If I could get my vehicle closer to the harvest animal, I would be much 
more likely to hunt the NGPC land. 
 
 My experiences have been good. Just would like to see more public access across the west end of the 
state. 
 
 Need more land. 
 
 Nice ares but the hunting pressure is tremendis!!! We need more places to hunt. 
 
 Not enough sites to hunt for the numbers of hunters. 
 
 Not enough sites. 
 
 The quality of the individual sites is high. However, there is insufficient numbers and density. 
 
 There are not very many close to Omaha! 
 
 There is not much of it around Omaha area. 
 
 Too few acres that are over hunted. 
 
 Too heavily hunted. 
 
 Very few areas available, and the 2 that were in the area were. broken up to farm, one was wet land and 
becoming a great place for water fowl.  These areas were also.generally over hunted. 
 
 Wish it got more love in southeast Nebraska. 
 
 would like to see more area's to hunt. 
 
 Would love to see more properties enrolled.  Too few with too much competition especially in the early 
season. 
 
Lack of Target Species  
 
 I have not had any more success, but its nice to have more sites available to hunt. 
 
 In years past there was more land with better cover and more birds, CRP cutting has impacted bird 
populations. 
 
 No luck in large CRP field we had two dogs and five guys walking didn't even get one pheasant up, these 
were public access areas. Haven't hunted for pheasants in their natural habitat since 2010, really miss it! 
 
 After the first week or so of the season the species that we hunt for, usually have disappeared.  There has 
to be some effort in insuring the survival of the hatch and survival of the young birds throughout the 
summer months into the fall hunting season.  For example,   better habitat, water gusslers and food crops, 
including insects for a new hatch survival. 
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 A lot of the sites are overhunted unless you drive several hours. 
 
 Access has been easy, pheasant are scarce. 
 
 Large parties of hunters set up and shoot anything that moves. We're finding more and more deer that 
have been shot and parts taken but the carcass left laying. 
 
 All public ground I have hunted was half sections on an unlimited access system, only requirement is not 
vehicles or atv's. I have only hunted these areas with a buddy, and it was too big for us to really hunt it 
well, only saw a few birds. 
 
 Any land I've been on in my area for whitetail hunting has been unsuccessful.  Not much deer movement.  
Private land is almost the only way to hunt whitetail deer in the eastern side of the state, and most of that 
land has been leased or permission to hunt it unobtainable. 
 
 Bad very few birds need to re evaluate serigators and not quote a Nebr g and p study poorly done by 
allowing birds to be imprinted before release need more released birds like So. Dakota also need audit of 
game and parks to see where license fees and stamp fees are being used or mis appropriated. 
 
 Cover was good, bird numbers low. 
 
 Even though some of these areas appear to have great diverse cover I have found they contain very few 
birds. 
 
 Experiences have been good. Quantity of game birds could be improved. 
 
 First few years good but recently very few birds. 
 
 Few opportunities to harvest game due to low numbers and high hunting pressure. 
 
 For several years I used a crp map to hunt pheasants on WMA's and CRP land.  Up till 3 years ago I 
would go on a long weekend trip to south central Nebraska.  Due to the drought or lack of management 
there aren't enough birds to make it worthwhile.  I recently bought a rifle to deer hunt and hope to go this 
fall. 
 
 Found no birds. (pheasant hunting). 
 
 Generally over hunted, so tougher to find birds after the first weekend. 
 
 Generally positive experience.  Access is available but game is more scarce. 
 
 Good exercise more game would be nice. 
 
 Habitat has been good, but game management has not proven effective as limited bird population. 
 
 Have hunted public lands.  Very few game species present, hunting pressure seems relatively high. 
 Hunted doves and pheasant with limited sucess but had land to hunt. 
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 Hunting access is ok but most places are hunted out by large hunting parties and species cleared out or 
over hunted in a short period of time. 
 
 I finally gave up trying to hunt public access land tried it several times and never have had one single 
chance at a game bird. 
 
 I grew up in Idaho and was blessed with great public hunting access.  Nebraska has great habitat but hard 
to find a site to hunt that is not already overrun with hunters that have been established in that area making 
one feel like an outsider with the option of hunting during the week (taking vacation) to hunt.  That makes 
it hard to coordinate with friends and family due to work and school. Most of us are forced to find land 
we can lease the hunting rights.  I ended up buying 100 acres in Northern Illinois so my kids will have a 
place to hunt deer and turkey.  Unfortunately, we really do not have pheasant habitat. 
 
 The thing I did observe with the hunters was great professionalism, and courtesy. I only hunted Turkey 
and deer last fall. I might also mention, going into fall, there were great numbers of quail. I really enjoyed 
them and their show during deer season. So far this spring, I have only seen one covey of 10. Coyotes are 
a real big problem in this area. I trapped 10 within 1/2 mile of my house, a very small percentage of what 
I know were taken out, and I don't think we really phased the population. After the last snow, I still 
counted 12 individual sets of tracks thru my small area here. The raccoon numbers seem to be down, as 
well as farrow cats.so hopefully we will have a successful bird hatch this spring.  Thank You. 
 
 I have gotten very few birds.  Often better habitat exists adjacent to the public areas that tend to hold and 
draw birds benefiting only those with private access.  Allowing grazing the past few years has 
significantly impacted available habitat and bird numbers in my opinion. 
 
 I have had good experience years ago hunting pheasants on CRP ground in eastern Nebraska. Recently 
the bird hunting has been very poor in this area and not worth the price of non resident licensing. 
 
 I have hunted on just a few NGPC hunting areas in NE.  My success has been limited.  I mostly hunt deer, 
so usually it seems that if you do not have success in the first day, your chances diminish greatly.  I feel 
this is because most of the areas are fairly small, and the deer tend to leave the area after being pressured.  
They may return within a few days.  I find the Wednesday after the season opener to be better.  I have 
ran into several hunters when at public hunting areas that get upset when someone else walks into the 
area they are hunting.  I have never really understood this as I know when I start my day that there will 
be several other people hunting the same area.  It would be nice to see the total number of hunters limited, 
but I would be concerned if this was done, there would be a considerable lack of land for public access. 
 
 I have just started to explore some of the OFW and CRP-MAP areas recently and have found that some 
are very difficult to hunt / and don't seem to hold much game but a few have provided some pretty good 
hunting. 
 
 I have not been successful in finding birds on public access land. 
 
 I have not had very good success on any public hunting grounds in Nebraska.  I do like the habitat that is 
provided though.  There is always hope.  We have very good hunting dogs and they are rarely birdy when 
they are hunting the state public land. 
 
 I have rarely seen a pheasant on the properties in the Panhandle and have walked them extensively in 
Scotts Bluff & Banner Counties with my dog--exercise only.  Most of the properties are the absolute 
worst habitat to include in the program.  If they were actually any good, the owners would lease them to 
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private individuals.  The land owners are laughing all the way to the bank.  I have never seen another 
hunter on any of the properties I have walked--everyone knows they hold no birds.  I have not even seen 
any sign of another hunter having been in the properties--no footprints, shell casings, etc...  Everything 
in this area is geared toward waterfowl which I don't care to hunt because I do not eat the stuff. 
 
 I have taken some young hunters to public access areas over the past few years.  It is very frustrating to 
hunt an area, even where the NGPC has released birds, i.e. Pressey Park, and not even see a single 
pheasant.  I would think that with the fees that I pay for permits and stamps that the NGPC could stock a 
lot of the areas, especially the ones that they own. / I have also hunted deer in some of the public access 
lands, or at least I have tried to.  It is very very frustrating when I go to an area where I plan to walk into 
a pocket that is a quarter to half mile from the designated parking area and find vehicle tracks driving up 
to that pocket. 
 
 It is a beautiful thing to have and I don't know what I would do without it. I wish I could just see more 
animal species that I don't see a whole lot of, such as pheasant. 
 
 lack of animals. 
 
 Lack of pheasant hunters this year improved my odds. The birds are making a comeback and not many 
know it . I'd recommend producing a better survey!  So you can receive more informative answers. But 
I'm appreciative that something to improve my days afield are being pursued! / And for that I thank you! 
 
 Lack of brds. Habitat looks good, but I can count on one hand the roosters and quail shot off of WMAs 
or CRP=MAP lands in Eastern Nebraska. 
 
 Lately have done little pheasant hunting due to few birds.  I choose not to go until numbers improve. 
 
 Limited species due to bad habitat and lots of pressure from humans. 
 
 Limited targets. 
 
 Limited wildlife usually from overhunting. 
 
 lots of walking - very little shooting. 
 
 Lots of walking very few birds. 
 
 Love the idea now need the wildlife. 
 
 Low number of birds. 
 
 Mostly positive, but some of the areas for pheasant hunting here in SW Nebraska get too much pressure 
and overhunted. 
 
 My experience with CRP is generally positive. The days spent in the field are fun but the lack of pheasants 
is disconcerting. I enjoy upland hunting but would like to see more game birds. 
 
 My personal experience has not been good.  Never saw any birds the one time I did hunt.  But that's only 
based off of one time using public ground. 
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 Need more pheasant,  keep up the good work. 
 
 No birds. 
 
 No birds on public land. (No birds on private either). 
 
 No birds.  No deer.  Lack of habitat diversity.  Some sites have weed issues. 
 
 No birds, farmers don't follow habitat rules. 
 
 Not enough animals to hunt anymore. 
 
 Not good nothing to shoot all hunted out. 
 
 Not had any luck with hunting on them. Usually run into too many other hunters. 
 
 not very good, wore out non game areas. 
 
 Not very good generally overhunted in early season. 
 
 Only hunted on one once...no birds. 
 
 Over hunted. 
 plenty of cover, no birds.  never see any other hunters. 
 
 places to go , but nothing there to hunt. 
 
 Pheasant populations have gotten worse each year. 
 
 Poor bird numbers. 
 
 Pretty decent cover would like to see more birds and coyotes. 
 
 Pretty easy to find the land. But the birds would be a different story. 
 
 Public access lands are usually very clean but many do not hold any game whatsoever. 
 
 Seems to be less pheasants every year. Need to stop pasturing cattle on game and parks ground and allow 
natural vegetation to flourish. 
 
 The few places that I have used in the past in the eastern part of the state,  I have not seen one bird on any 
of them. / In western NE, there were lots more birds, but often very wary and hard to get close to. 
 
 The land is marginal with little to no game on it. 
 
 The last few years the birds have been scarce. 
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 There are some spots that have been great to me for many years and some spots that haven't been 
productive.  Often I am alone but since moving to Lincoln it's much harder to find those kind of spots.  I 
understand that it's population based. 
 
 There are no birds so what's the point. 
 
 There aren't very many quality animals. Unless you just want to shoot does. 
 
 Too much walking without seeing any birds. I prefer to drive to South Dakota where I know I will see 
some birds. 
 
 Unable to find any pheasants. 
 
 unsuccessful, did not even see many birds. 
 
 Usually leave empty handed. 
 
 Very few animals, the state needs to bring more in. Less mountain lions might help with this. 
 
 Very few areas support sufficient game populations and they are heavily hunted.  Nebraska should 
consider shortening the shooting hours to allow the birds to find shelter before night and also prevent 
hunters from shooting birds still on their nest in the early morning hours. 
 
 Very few birds, to many hunters.  Northwest Nebraska needs another Commissioner  Seems that very 
few of the WMA's are maintained out here in the Panhandle. . 
 
 Very limited.  I do most of my hunting on private land.  However, if quality hunting land was more 
available I would hunt the NGPC Public lands more frequently. Garry 
 
 Very limited.  I hunted some public ground south of Aurora about 4 years ago.  After hitting 5 different 
fields and not seeing one bird, and that the habitat was sparse, I haven't gone again. 
 
 While I feel that the pheasant population across the state has not improvided as much as I would like, I 
still enjoy attempting to bag birds.  I think that the poor population has detoured many hunters from even 
going out, which of course makes hunting success more likely due to to less hunters in the fields. 
 
Crowding 
 
 At times of the year public hunting lands are extremely busy and not worth even going. Other times it is 
very quiet and enjoyable. Just have to pick your days/seasons smartly. 
 
 a lot of hunter's, no birds. 
 
 Congested and over hunted.  Other hunters don't respect hunters already there or the ground. 
 
 Crowded hunting. 
 
 Crowded on opening day. 
 
 Crowded, more bunnies than birds. 
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 CRP-map hel ps me find hunting ground. But sometimes there are to many hunters. 
 
 Do not use. To many other hunters. 
 
 Dove, turkey and pheasant hunting on properties closer to Omaha.  I found the pressure reasonable after 
opening day.  I pay for a private waterfowl lease and hunt waterfowl in the Dakotas so I can avoid running 
into idiot hunters on public land in NE. 
 
 For the most part positive but usually to crowded for my taste. 
 
 From past experience, areas were crowded and distance can be an issue. Due to lung cancer, I need to use 
my 4-wheeler to carry oxygen (and me) to hunting locations. Restrictions on 4-wheeler in many areas 
limits my potential for hunting many areas. 
 
 Generally to many people early in the season. 
 
 Generally the public hunting land around Lincoln and Omaha are overrun but some places our west are 
nice. Wish we could move some of those acres to the east end of the state. 
 
 Generally, if someone else is hunting an area, I stay out of it. During the week it's ok. On weekends, it 
can get crowded. 
 
 Got the field first, another party arrived after but just before shooting time and proceeded to walk in next 
to our party.  Walked fast and cut off our path and planned hunt. In large areas, people walk in on opposite 
sides and then walk towards each other. Kind of like playing chicken, who is the first to bail.... 
 
 Have had good experience, only too many hunter's at times. 
 
 I have had a decent experience with public access so far. Of course the land is always crowded and leads 
to at least one confrontation per year, mainly because of ignorant hunters that don't respect other hunters. 
There's always the dumbasses every year that come walking in right after sunrise or right at sunset and 
spook the deer when you've been set up waiting in ambush for an hour or two already and they blow your 
hunt. Access to more land would definitely ease hunting pressure, but it has to be wooded land that has 
deer present. 
 
 Most get over crowded or get there early to save it for the rest of their party. 
 
 My experience has been ok. Have had troubles with hunters who crowd in on my area and tend to do 
things I find as unethical. 
 
 Overcrowded. 
 
 Overcrowded with potential for being accidentally splattered with shot. Limited game. 
 
 Overcrowded, limited game. 
 
 Seen too many people cross the boundaries onto private land not respecting neighboring land owners not 
in the program. Or areas not well posted and people assume everything is open to this hunting. 
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 sometimes seem to be overwhelmed with hunters, especially during rifle deer season. 
 
 The places I have deer hunter are heavily hunted during deer season more so on the weekend. I tend to 
hunt that area during the week. I usually use the CPR-MAP to find places to hunt. 
 There's good land there when it's not too crowded or full of idiots.  However, it tends to get seriously 
overhunted in many areas. 
 
 Too crowded and dangerous. 
 
 Too crowded opening part of season. 
 
 too many hunters, too few birds. 
 
 Too many hunters. 
 
 Too many hunters. U never know if you're walking a field that has been walked an hour before. 
 
 Too many other hunters all competing for the same game animals! Takes all the fun out of it! My kids 
have had way more disappointing trips than good ones! 
 
 too many people for the size of the area. 
 
 Too many people in these areas and not many animals. 
 
 usually many hunters---not much game. 
 
 Way to many hunters and very few harvest opportunities. 
 
Safety Issues 
 
 Being in danger of being shot. 
 
 For the most part my experiences have been pretty good.  My main complaint isn't with the programs, it 
is with the Some of the hunters that come to them.  Meaning that they don't care where they're walking 
or shooting. (they don't care if they are crossing people that are already in the field and shooting in their 
direction.). 
 
 Getting to a hunting area is no problem. But when I get out of my vehicle and find dirty syringes laying 
about and skiddish game. I wonder about the safety of people out enjoying the out of doors. 
 
 My experience this past year has been that there is tremendous hunting pressure on WMA's in the south 
central area. It was inherently unsafe with hunters shooting all around you. We left the WMA as soon as 
we realized there were at least three other groups/hunters around us and at least three of them came into 
the area after we did. Other WMA's we checked in the area also showed way too many hunters around 
for the size of the WMA. We finally found a private individual who allowed us to hunt his property. 
 
 Tending to not hunt do to safety concerns with too many hunters in the area. 
 
 There seems to be a lot of pressure on public access land, leading to a lack of opportunity or dangerous 
conditions. 
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 Usually way to many people hunting during the first part of the season making it very dangerous for all
hunting in the area.
 You just have to assume there are a lot of others hunting with to be safe.
Hunters’ Inappropriate Behavior 
 City people come and over hunt it and do not have any courtesy to the hunters that help manage the land.
 Encountered 1 group of rude, unsafe hunters that ruined the hunt.
 I have actually been hunting with some friends and felt shot dropping on my head from other hunters. we
ended up picking up all of our decoys and leaving just because other people can't respect the rights of
others.
 lots of people tracks and trash.
 My experience with NGPC Public Access Program (WMAs and CPR's) has been predominately negative
due to other hunters not showing consideration and respect to their fellow hunter.  While bow hunting
white tail deer, I had a fellow hunter tell me that I was not welcome on the WMA because it was hunted
by him and a group of other hunters, who by the way had stands set up in trees.  He just came walking up
to my blind and ruined my hunt.  Additionally, I took my father fall turkey hunting on a different WMA,
and had a deer hunter ruin our hunt because he lost his keys to his vehicle and was walking all over the
place trying to find them.  When I hunt on Public Access land or Private land I place a blaze orange sign
in my vehicle warning other hunters that I am in the area and to use extreme stealth and caution if entering
the area I am hunting.  If I arrive at a Public Access land and find a vehicle already in the parking area, I
will not even go into that land for reasons of my own safety and respect for my fellow hunter.  It is just
common courtesy and respect.
Poor Site Information or Poorly Marked Site 
 Public lands are a kick off point for the public to trespass on to private properties far beyond the
boundaries. Need a lot of signage where the area terminates.  Additional signage regarding trespassing
upon private property.  This IS A HUGE PROBLEM.  So often the trespasser's excuse is that "they didn't
know they left the public area".  (Even though our property is very well posted as Private, Posted, No
Trespassing, etc., ad nauseam.   I'd be in favor for a reservation method that would limit who comes and
goes so that trespassers could be identified easier.
 I have found the state website quite confusing as to what parcels of public land can and cannot be hunted.
Some of the public land is not marked very well.  I do not want to trespass so I have driven by some areas
that I'm fairly sure are public hunting but don't want to be wrong.
 Pretty good, wish more of the ground was better marked and signs were up or clearly marked.
 Some areas are poorly marked, and hard to find. I have checked on several locally to see how much
habitat damage has been incurred by the game commission. Some are still untouched and in good shape.
I hope they do not plan on destroying all of them.
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